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A  ' 

D  E  F  E  N  C  E 

OP      TWO 

DISSERTATIONS 

CO  KCE  RN  LNQ    THE 

Etymology    and    Scripture-Meaning 
of  the  Hebrew  Words  Ehia'm  and  Beritb. 

PA  R  T     II. 

S  E  C  T.    X. 

WHAT  my  Defign  was  in 
making  the  Objeftions  that  I 
did  in  the  Second  Differtation^ 
Ae  Appendix^  and  Addenda  to  Mr  C~-'s, 
Mr  Bate'%  and  Mr  R^.%  interpretation 
of  this  word,  every  one  muft  fee  who 
reads  what  I  wrote.  Our  Tranfla- 
tion  by  Covenant  had  been  blamed^  as 
..  Part  II.  B  not 


not  giving  fht  idea  conveyed  by  Be^ 
ritb^  which  idea  wis  faid  to  be  proved 
beyond  all  contradiSHon  to  be  Purification. 
In  confequence  of  which  notion,  Mr  H. 
who  denied  it  was  at  any  time^  a  Cove^ 
nantj  had  alwiys  rendered  it  by  Purifier 
or  Purification^  when  he  tranflated  it; 
.though  he  fometimes  gave  the  word  it- 
felf,  untranflatcd;  in  which  way  of 
tranfiating  it,  or  of  writing  it  untranfiatedy 
he  was  conftantly  followed  by  thofe  who 
took  their  forms  and  interpretations  from 
him.  And  at  length  it  was  declared  to 
all  the  world,  that  they  had  the  permijfive 
Law  of  all  the  Bijhops  of  our  Churchy  to 
make  Berith  He  or  that  which  purifies^  fo 
the  purifier  or  purification.  Pref  to  Mr  Hh 
Works. 

Thus  things  flood,  when  I  ventured 
to  offer  to  the  Public,  with  all  defereijcc 
and  fubmiffion,  my  own  o{nnion  of  this 
conftrudlion,  with  a  juftificatioh  of  the 
common  verfion  by  Covenant. 

One  of  my  opponents,  Mr  H^Uowx^y 
has  thought  fit  to  be  quite  filent  on  this 
head;  and  to  withdraw  himfelf  wholly 
from  this  part  of  the  debate :  Though  th« 
Titk  of  his  P^^blet  gaV^  encouragement 

-  -  to 


to  hope Imight  have  had  his  Sentiments 
on  the  Diflertation  upon  Beritb^  as  well  as 
fia  the  forwber  uport  JSA&'iT?. 
.  Th  i:  Author  of  the  Chriftian  Plan  like* 
wi£p  hath  only  occafionally  touched  upon 
ihis  word^  and  interfperfed  a  Remark  \^tit 
;and  there,  in  fevour  of  Mr  H/s  conftruc- 
lion  of  it,  and,  I  diink  tpo,  not  much  in 
fMrejudice  of  mine. 

For  he  fays,  p.  8.  that  "  Beritb  may 
**  fignify  z  treaty  or  covenant y  or  an  ordi-^ 
"  nancej  fiatutey  or  cofbmandmenty'  only 
he  adds,  ^  as  they  are  the  terms  and 
**  means  of  Purification''  ^ 

Mr  Jboahy  though  he  writes  profefled- 
Jy  againU  my  exceptions,  hath  not  f6un4 
matter  enough  for  a  dozen  pages;  and 
owns  ingenuoufly  in  one  place,  that  ^^  Be^ . 
"  ritb.  is  undoubtedly  applied  to  that 
**  tran&aion  which  the  Englijb  names  a 
*^  Covenant^  and  as  it  hath  no  word  for 
**  fuch  an  a£tion,  expreffive  of  the  H<?^r^^ 

word  for  it"  he  does  not  "  fee  any  imr 

propriety  in  fo  tranjlating  it  in  fome 

places."  p.  53, 

Mr  Bate  fays,  "  I  acknowledge  that  i^; 

dotb  fignify  Covenant y  but  nolt  the  Words 

of  a  Covenant.''     And  tells  us,    that 
B  2         *-  Purification 


cc 
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Purijkatim  was  Covenant  with  tfa6  Ab- 
«  cicnts/'  p.  158. 

And  Mr  -Moody  is  of  opinion  that 
^*  Berith  may  be  rendered  occstfionally, 
'*^  covenant^  league^  confederacy^  or  ^W,  as 
^*  Cranmer  often  tranflates  it  in  his  Bible, 
**  where  Covenant  now  ftands.*'  ^.  103* 
And  he  quotes,  and  allows  of  the  LXX 
verfion  of  nnnn  yh^y  by  Tuf  ii.ty(Sm  ^m 
ayyiXfy.  p.  49. 

T  H  u  s  far  then,  I  conceive,  they  do  all 
allow  the  interpretation  I  contended  for, 
viz.  that  Berith,  in  fome  places  may  be 
rendered  Covenant :  One  of  them  farther 
allowing,  that  it  may  Jignify  Covenant, 
and  another,  that  it  doth  Jignify  Covenant ; 
which  was  one  point  I  endeavoured  to  ob^ 
tain  an  acknowledgment  of,  becaufe  Mr 
H-  had  peremptorily  faid  (in  ^rin.  of  the 
Gent.)  **  Still  Berith  is  not  a  Covenant." 

,1t  is  true  they  permit  the  ufeof  the 
word  Covenant  only  on  fuppofition  that  wfe 
retain  with  it  the  idea  of  Purification, 
provided  alfo,  that  when  Berith  is  joined 
with  Carathy  we  acknowledge  either  an 
aSitial  Sacrifice,  (in  vsrhich  Berith  means 
the  ViSlim^  i.e.  the  means  of  Purification) 
or  at  leaft  a  reference  to  fuch  a  Sacrifice 

(as 


(aOi-z  puri^g  inftitvudon)*  For  ta  this» 
puq^ofe,  if.  I  jnUbdce  not,  they  do  all  at 
(bme  ti^^t  or  ^ther,  cxpreft  diemfelves; 
^CFcby  ^frjr-  endeavour  to  fave  appear* 
a&ce8|  and  tp^&cure  Mr  &— 's  conftru&ion, 
86  far  as  they  are  able,  from  being  hurt 
by  the  concefliQns  they^  are  obliged  ta 
xaake  of  Bpitb  Q^fufjlng  Qyoenant  in  fome 


The^v  alledgc  indeed  Mr  J?— '$  rea- 
jR>i>8  taken  from  the  Etymology  of  thft 
word, — diat  the  primary  or  radical  idea  w 
image  is  ntfVer  to  be  dropped,  but  is  to 
ht  retained  in  all  the  derivatives  from  the 
fame  ro^,  <&c.  But  yet  they  diflFer  among 
jthinnfeWes,  aj:)put;  fettling  this  fundamental 
point,  viz,  tbe^Jl  or  leading  Idea. 
^  Mr  B^ii^  prcqpofes  ni  for  the  root,  find 
«otTia../,  151.  "  bccaufe  one  •!  (he  fays) 
.  '^  is  as  m^y  as  we  want,  and  as  many  as 
-"  ufage  giv^s  it."  He  had  given  fcveral 
reafons  in  hi?  Defence  of  Mr  H/i  Plan,  pw 
89.  Why  nia  could  not  be  the  rootw 
And  thefe  he  defends  from  p^  151.  to  p. 

Mr   jiioab  apprehends,    "  y^X    '^X 

"  ma,  rr^a,  are  not  different  roots,  but 

•'  only  different  deflexions  of  one  root.; 

B  ?  "  and 
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"  and  he  is  inclmcd  to  think  that  ITia  a!fo 
"  is  a  branch  frofti**i3/'  f.  4.^ 

'  The  Author  of  the  CMJiian  PkH^ 
"  From  BaR  or  BaRaR,  noun  orvedb^ 
^  the  word  BaR  A  fignifyin^  creavify  ^- 
"  dinavify  and  BaRE  to  ihufe,  ekgif; 
^^  may  and  probably  do  come,  als  their 
**  fcnfes  of  accommodation  lead  us  to  fop- 
"  pofe."  /.  8._ 

'  "  I  TAKE  •la  (fay%  Mr  Moody)  to  be 
"  the  primary  root,  and  mi  «nn  T\:i  td 
**  be  derivatives."  p.  10^. 

And  then  as  to  the  idea  belonging  to 
the  root^  Mr  Bate  fays,  that  "  "in  is  a 
^  general  word,  and  includes  aU  the  clcaft- 
^'^  fers  in  Nature,  and  what  is  exprefled 
"  by  all  the  other  words  put  together 
"'  It  is  ckan  by  whatever  manner  made  fo, 
*^  by  fire,  by  fait,  hfy  oil,,  by  water,  or 
*'  by  any  other  means."  p.  1 24. 

Mr  Aboab  tells  us,  "  The  Purification 
'^  exprefled  by  'il  is  performed  by  fecre^ 
•^  tioriy  feparatibri,  or  felefting  one  thing 
^*  from  another.  Hence  K^ill,  j^/,  which 
"  is  a  purification  of  matter,  Jecreted 
**  through  pafticular  tubes,  and  fbrm^ 
^  what  the  Phyficians  call  membrana  adi-^ 
V  pofa;'  &:c.  p.  49. 

?^  They 
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«  Thev  mho  fctdi  hna  from  "na 
**  {fays  MxBate^  p-  125.)  and  would  give 
"  it  any  ether  J^ificatim  than  to  purify  y 
"  pure^  or  r/5w«,  eitlicr  did  not  fee  the 
^'  idea  in  the  word,  or  did  not  ^end  to  it 

"  Secretion  (fays  Mr  Moody)  is  the  ftriA 
*<  radical  idea  of  nh3.  /^.  108;  Light 
"  yields  the yii/^/i^tf^^.  It  is  itfclf  y^f r^/^^ 
"  by  the  folar  fire,  and  becomes  the  grand 
^*  fecreter  in  Nature."  ibid. 

Again,  in  p.  .144.  "  *ia  primarily 
**  implies  the  fecretion  of  the  fpirit  or 
"  grofs  air,  by  the  adHon  of  the  fire  at 
"  the  orb  of  the  fun,  whereby  it  is  atte^ 
"  nuated  or  made  bright^  as  the  word 
"  n*^2  founds,  and  thereby  performs  in 
•*'  the  natural,  what  the  antitype,  the  true 
"  light,  does  in  the  fpiritual  oeconomy." 

"The  leading  fcnfe  of  in  (fays  Mr 
*^  Bate^  p.  148.)  \^  to  purify. — Tht  kad^ 
"  ingi^z  of  11  (fays  Mr  Moody  p.  106.) 
"  is  Secretion'* 

"  Purification  (fays  Mr  Batey  p.  i28,) 
*^  will  make  fenfe  and  truth  in  all  the 
*'  places  where  the  word  occurs/*  But 
Mr  Moody  fays,  p.  108.  that  although, 
^  to  avoid  confiiion  he  fhall  ufe  the 
.<«  words  Purifier  and  Purification^  where 
B  4  "the 


."  the  cmtext  does,  not  obUge  Wm  to  change 
^  them  for  SecMer  znd  Secretim-^ytt  Se^ 
*^  aretim  is  i^tftriS  raHcalideay 

Indeed  by  what  authority  either  of 
them  do  at  any  time  render  tTSl  by  Furi^ 
Jier  or  Pttrificatim^  making  it  a  ferfm  or 
a  thing  juft  as  .they  fecproper,  hath  not  as 
yet  been  fhcwn.  Much  lefs  hath  it  ap- 
peared under  nehat  Migatims  Mr  Moody 
lies  to  render  it  at  any  time  hy  Secret er  or 
Secretion. 

He  tells  us  by  way  of  further  inftruo 
-tion,  that  "  it  fignifies  as  a  perfon,  be  who 
^^  JecreteSy'  and  is  in  that  fenfe  **  moft 
**  eminently  applied  to  Chrijij  the  grand 
^  Secretery  whofe  type,  the  lights  is  the 
*'  great  Secreter  in  the  macrocofm  and  mi^ 
*'  crocofm^  who  is  nOPlD  mi  bright  as 
**  the  fire  of  the  fun,  and  who  will  purge 
•"  11D,  as  this  fecreted  mattery  our  drofs, 
^*  and  take  away  our  tin."  p.  io6. 

I^  will  not  be  improper  to  enter  upon 
the  examination  of  their  feveral  conftruc- 
tions  of  Berithy  (feeing  the  word,  in  every 
ufc  of  it,  is  ultimately  referred  by  them  to 
'Cbri/i  as  the  emphatical  Purifier)  with  this 
previous  enquiry,  vix.  How  a  living  Agent 
Mafculine,  cqmes  to  be  ^xprcfled  by  *a 
^  Noun 
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Noun  Fcmifeinc.— I  had.bcfbrt  objeded 
this  againft  the  application  of  Beritb  to 
him  in  the  Senfe  of  Purifier.  To  which 
it  is  anfwcred  by  Mr  Moody y  firft,  that  I 
have  "  brought  no  proof  of  it's  being  fe- 
"  minine."  p.  142.— I  thought  it  neediefs; 
becaufe  there  is  full  proof  that  it  is  fome- 
times .  feminine,  from  it's  being  joined 
with  feminine  adjedHves  and  pronouns, 
and  becauie  there  is  no  proof  of  it's  being 
ever  ufed  in  the  mafculine  gender. 

Mr  Mooiiy  mentions  in  the  next^  place 
{ibid.)  rr\2H  the  plural  of  nK  Fatbery  which 
is  mafculine  with  a  feminine  termination, 
and  which  is  among  the  common  exam** 
pies  oiAnotnalia  Numeri  *.  But  doth  this 
prove  that  Beritb  may  be  mafculine  too  ? 
Should  he  not  rather  have  fhewn  where 
T»^2  (or  any  other  word  of  the  fame  ter- 
mination Angular,  and  proved  in  feyerai 
inftanccs  to  be  feminine)  is  mafculine,  or 
iignifies  a  living  Agent,  and  not  an  Adlion  ? 

*  **  Quasdam  Bomina  mafcalina  plaralcm  habcnt.  cer* 
**  minationis  faexninlnae,  ut  HUM  :iK^  PaUr,  QuaBdauijei 
**  contrario  faeminina  habent  terminatioDcm  mafculinam 
"  CD'^K  n^K  ^uireus.     Rtlandi  Intrftd  p.  20. 

BTTffNER  alfo  mentions  among  the fe  Anomalies  of 
the  latter  kind  QOMH  from  HDNn.  Dt  Grey  gives  feveral 
inflances  of  each,  io  his  Exam^  p.  20  and  21. 

For 


I;  ic] 
For  till  this  is  fhcwn,  what  f  hwt  find  df 
the  impropriety  of  interpretiiig  k  of  Chrift, 
fiands  good. 

Butt  he  obferves thirdly,  (iSiJ.)  ^^  that 
''  Chrift  is  in  the  New  Teftament  allied 

^^  Ail  nouns  of  the  feminine  gender/' 
But  theie  inftances,  and  the  like,  as 

m  ctfMtik^9  n  dup«,  i  j *^«,  i  av«^X«9  8cc.  do 
not  come  up  to  the  point  in  queftion: 
which  is  not  whether  Chrifl;  could  be  cal- 
led a  Purification  -f  by  z  noun  feminine, 
as  i  itcAotfffi^^  (lor  he  might  have  been  as 
properly  fo  called,  as  he  could  have  been 
called  i  7uAxfifPfi/^9  or  r^  xatftppft)  but  the 
queftion  is,  whether  he  could  be  called  a 
Furifiery  a  living  Agent,  or  Perfon,  He  who 
purijiesy  by  a  word  which  expreffes  a  fe^ 
nude  ^enty  ex.  gr.  19  .%oAafilw»j  inftead  of  .• 

f  Mr  Bate  alfo  either  miftakea»  or  chafes  to  avoid  my 
exception  againfl rendering  Berhhhy  He  *wbo  purifies^  when 
he  fays,  jj.  115.  "  Chrift— is  Berith.  the  Purification,  as  he 
"  is  called  our  Righteoujnefs  in  the  abftradl,  the  nuaj^  the 
**  truths  isind  the  /(/>,  all  nouns  of  the  feminine  gender." 

Ahd  again.  In  >.  123.  '*  The  fame  words  (hall  exprefs, 

"as  is  fo  common  in  Scripture,  both  the  thing  in  the  ab- 

**  ilrad,  and  he  or  iV,  through  whom  we  receive  it.     Oar 

•*  Rigbteoufne/st  Our  Peace,   our  Life^  our  Salvation^  and 

•*  {b  here  orur  Purification,*^ 

Could 
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.  Co\jtv  mj  i&ftaaces  have  ^n  pro* 
diseed,  t/faere  a  female  p&rticiple^  or  fc^ 
joa$it  noun,  exprelSng  an  Agectt»  was  ufed 
of  our  Saviour,  thefe  inftances  would  faav4 
ikefli  pai:Bndl  to  iiit  ufe  of  Bmib  sa  tibc 
&nfe  df  £&  wfo  purifes ;  but  thofc  which 
.  Mx  Mo^dy  hath  produced  are  not  fi).  Nei-^ 
ther  do  they  hivalidato  my  remark,  thut 
Jie  iffbo  ipurifes  cannot  be  the  meansng  of 
a  noun,  or  is  not  expreflcd  by  a  noun  of 
the  feminine  termination  and  gen^QT^  even 
though  that  word  were  allowed  to  fignUy 
Purification*  ^ 

It  will  befaid,  perhaps,  that  I  her* 
allow  B^itb  may  be  applied  to  Chrift  in 
the  fcnfe  of  Purification^  as  AwtritrK,  Zm% 
&CC.  are  applied  to  him.  But  firft  let  it  be 
ihewn  that  BeritB  is  as'  expreffly  applied 
to  him  in  the  Old  Teflament,  as  thoie 
words  are  applied  to  him  in  the  New.  And 
when  this  is  fhewn,  Berithy  undO'  fiich  ap- 
plication, would  be  as  confiftently  interpre<^ 
te4  c^covenaj^j  as  it  would  be  oijpurtfica^ 
tim^  The  text  \xiIj<ii<A>y  infifted  upon  by  thp 
Author  of  Sof^e  Thoughts  pn  Religion^  viz. 
xlii.  6.  "  I  will  g^ve  thee  fen:  a  Beritb  of 
*'  the  people,  and  for  a  light  of  the  Gen- 
"  tiles/'  may  be  as  properly  interpreted 

''  for 
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«  for  a  Covenant  with  the  pccjpic,**  as  it 
would  be  "  for  a  Purificatim  of  the  pco- 
**  pie,**  as  was  fhewn,  DiJfertationSy  p.  122; 
but  cannot  be  in  ftridnc^  tranflated  as  Mr 
&»  aiid  his  followers  have  infifted  thatit 
muft,  a  purifier  of  the  people,  even  fupi- 
pofing  it  might  fignify  purificatiotiy  any 
hiore  than  ^^vh  can  be  ftridly  tranflated 
for  an  enUgkner  of  the  Gentiles,  inftead  of 
for  a  light  of  the  Gentiles. 

Bu T  to  return* — I  thought  the  difpute 
between  Mr  C  and  me  had  been,  whe^ 
ther  Beritbj  in  every  ufe  of  it,  conveyed 
the  idea  of  Purifcation  or  not  ? 

But  Mr  Moody  fays,  that  "  Berith^ 
^^  wherever  or  however  ufed,  conveys  or  re- 
**  tains  the  idea  of  Secretion.  And  this  (fays 
^*  he)  is  the  pint  in  debate  5  and  this  is  what 
**  Ihope  the  Reader  will,  though  the  JDoBor 
**  does  not  J  keep  in  view:'*  f.  14^. 
-  I-T  is  fomething  ftrahgd  I  fhould  over- 
look it,  a$  it  gave  me  fo  good  an  opportu- 
nity of  obviating  Mr  Cs  Doi^Fine,  by  re- 
plying, that  the  idea  of  Purification  was 
'Tiever  otherwife  conveyed  in  Berithy  than  as 
Purification  was  one  of  the  many  efFeds  <^i 
Secretion.  -  That  Secretion  is  the  idea  con- 
'Veyed  by  the  word,  ^wherever  or  however 
'^^^   '  ufed  I 
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t^edi  and  that  Mr  C  ought  to  have  kept 
this  in  his  wVw;  and  though  he  might 
ibmetiines  to  amid  cmfufion  ufe  the  word 
Purification^  yet  the  context  would  often  odUge 
Urn  to  change  it  for  Secretion.  This,  I  fay, 
^had  beea  a  (hort  method  of  fetting  afide 
Mr  C/s  pofition,  laid  down  by  him  as  uni- 
ver£dly  true,  had  I  viewed  the  pcxnt  in 
:this  light* 

•  And  yet  Mr  MM?dy  gives  me  the  credit 
of  fuggefting  this  RuUng  Idea  to  him.— - 
/'  The  Do&>r  has  himfelf  helped  us  to  the 
^^  primary  Image^  when  he  lays  that  ^ni 
.  ^<  in  the  fenfe  of  eligere^  occurs  in  Scripture 
t^^  much  oftener  than  in  any  other  fenfe 
'*^  whatever.— And  the  queftion  will  be^ 
:**  whether  the  fehfe  of  eligere^  fecernere^ 
-"  &c.  be  not  prior  in  order  to  that  of  pu^ 
**  rificarey  mundare^  as  well  as  more  fre- 
•"  quent  m  ufe.  For  things  are  purified  by 
^^  feleSling  ^zA  feparating  diem  from  mix- 
"tares,  by  taldng  forth  the  precious  from 
:•*  the  vile,  asy<pr^OT/a/&expreflesit."  p.  105, 
-106. 

Upon  which  Mr  Moody  addS'— "Tht 
•''.primary  and  leading.  Idea  then  of  ^a  is 
.*^  Secretion^  fo  eleSlion,  feleSHon^''  &c. 

YpT 
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h  4  Jecreting  infirument  that  liiriits  to  Wr* 
tain  conditions,  it  is  called  fo  without  any 
regard  to  Purification^  which  denotes  a  Si^ 
cretion  oif  quite  another  kind.  Therefori^ 
when  Mr  Bate  tells  us  that  "  Purijication 
**  was  Covenant  with  the  Ancients,"  this 
may  be  a  mere  fi£lion  of  his  oWn,  For  w 
to  his  fuppoiition  that  Beritby  Purijication^ 
fignified  alfo  Covenant ^  becaufe  Covenants 
were  ufually  made  with  Sacrifice,  a  puri«* 
fying  Rite,  Mr  Moody  thinks  it  not  necef^ 
fary  this  fhould  be  fuppofed  in  order  to  ac-^ 
count  for  the  meaning  of  the  word,  fince 
CovenaMy  as  he  tells  us,  befides  ifs  being  ra-- 
tijied  by  cutting  off  Beritby  is  a  Jecreting  in^ 
firument  that  limits  to  certain  conditions. 

I  SHALL  therefore  leave  him  and  Mr 
Bate  to  adjuft  the  primary  Idea  of  Beritb 
between  themfelves,  while  I  pafs  On  to  cx^- 
amine  their  feveral  conftrudions  of  the 
texts  which  I  had  cited  upon  this  fubjed. 

The  firft  is,  UsJ.  vi.  7.  quoted  by  Mr 
C.  in  proof  of  God's  CovenaM  With  Adam. 
A  text  that  had  been  cited  by  Mr  H.  to 
the  fame  purpofe,  in  his  chapter  on  Be-^ 
ritby  Vol.  iv.  p.  379; 

I  SHE  WE  D  from  Mr  C/s  interpreting  it 
of  jldam^  that  he  allowed  a  Beritb  here 

without 
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widioiit  the  idex  a£  Parifiutim  aiMirirdj 
andpicflbd  Um  with  tbe  coofeqiKiiccs  of 
diis  copftrnftion  which  he  had  taken  from 
Mra 

Bo  T  Mr  BMe,  not  artrnding  to  die  kapc 
cfiny  reply  which  was  MiaHoaBy  Mamrx 
ine  hi^itjr  for  taJdr^  adfanta^  of  his  mi* 
ftake,  inftcad  of  fetting  hinti  ri^it  when  he 
was  bctiayiug  his  own  canlc.  He  reminds 
me  of  aauhur  and  uigeamiy  in  die  begin- 
nii^  of  the  fentcncc,  and  iminiatrs  in  the 
coodufion  of  it,  that  I  fct  op  mj  own  cre- 
dit abore  the  word  of  God. /.  lOI. 

He  infifb  upon  Beritb  in  diis  text  fig- 
nifying  Purification^  and  DTIR  figoi^iing 
Menj  viz.  the  Nations  around^  or  the  Gem- 
tiks.  p.  ICO. 

Mr  Jiboab  agrees  with  Mr  Bate  Ihat 
neither  Covenant  nor  Adam  is  a  right  tran^ 
fiation.  But  he  will  have  Beritb  to  mean 
the  Purifier  J  and  DTTH  vulgar^  fropbane^ 
were  human  creatures,  p.  45. 

But  Mr  Moodf  (hews,  that  under  the 
idea  of  Secretion  you  may  interpret  the  text 
cither  oi  Adam  and  Covenant^  or  oi  Men 
^^Purification,  p.  109,  no. 

I  HAVE  no  occafion  to  enter  into  thefe 
difputes,  th^  may  difcuis  the  points  in  dif- 
ference 
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ferfenc6  among  themfelves.  Though  ho^ 
they  will  fettle  them  is  not  cafy  to  forefee. 
Whereas,  if  they  will  fufFer  the  verfion  in 
our  Bible  to  ftand, — viz.  "  like  Men  they 
**  have  tranfgrefled  the  Covenant/*  th6  paf- 
fage  admits  of  no  difficulty  at  all,  notwith- 
ftanding  the  two  ways  m  which  Dlt<JD 
may  be  conftrued  ;  as  is  well  obferved  by 
the  learned  Pococky  in  his  account  of  this 
text.     Vol.  II.  Twe/ls's  Edit^  p.  274. 

But  I  cannot  avoid  taking  notice,  that 
Mr  j4Aoa/f  has  Upon  this  occafion  expound- 
ed the  verfe  immediately  foregoing,  viz. 
'■  ^'  ■"  For  I  defired  mercy  and  not  facri- 
"  fice,  and  the  knowledge  of  God  more 
**  than  burnt-offerings,"^*-  in  fuch  a  tiian- 
ne!«^as  to  condemn  our  Saviour's  argument 
from  it,  in  Matt.  ix.  12.  By  giving  the 
fenfe  thus.  "  I  do  not  require  the  out- 
"  ward  compliment  of  Sacrifice,  but  the 
*'  Antitype  the  MERCYFULL  ONE, 
"  who  is  to  purge  away  fins,  this  is  what 
"  I  defire  you  to  be  fenfible  of  in  the  of- 
"  fering  of  Sacrifice,  as  the  eflendal  point 
•*  of  it,  and  the  Knowledgfe  of  the  Elobim 
M  from  the  Burnt-ofFerings/'    p.  45, 46. 

Part  II.  C  BUT 
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-  BUT  go  ye  and  team  what  this  meanetbj 
i^m  .JcXm  xcti  ou  9w»ak,  Jor  I  am  not  come  tv 
call  the  righteousy  butfinners  to  repentance. 

"  Acts  of  mercy  and  charity  (for  fo 
"  T>t  Hammond  paraphrafes  it),  efpecially 
"  fuch  as  are  fpiritual,  arc  preferable  to  the 
"  ceremonies  even  of  the  Worfhip  of  God, 
"  and  much 'more  fo  to  fuch  ritual  laws  as 
^*  thofe  of  not  accompanying  with  an  hea- 
**  then,  or  an  unclean  perfon." 

The  next  text  is  Deut.  xxix.  1 2,  ^*  That 
"  thou  fliouldft  enter  into  covenant  with 
"  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  into  his  Oath 
"  which  the  Lord  thy  God  maketb  with 
"  thee  this  day." 

This  paffage  had  been  quoted  by  Mr  C. 
to  prove  that  Alah  was  applicable  to  Jeho^ 
'vab :  For  as  he  obferves,  "  the  text  fays, 
"  His  Oatby  i.  e.  yebovab*Sy  and  He  made 
*'  it  this  day." — —Mr  C— 's  State  of  the 
Cafe,  p.  17. 

I  CI T B D  this  a&  having  a  fair  appear- 
ance of  an  acknowledgement  from  Mr  C 
that  pro  may  be,  fomctimes  rendered  pro- 
perly to  make^  and  confequently  did  not, 
in  conjunftion  with  Beritb,  always  fignify 
to  cut  oj^z  purifier. 

But 
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6  u  T  Mr  Bate  fays,.  '^  *tis  riibft  likely 
^^  Mr  C.  had  not  the  Hebrew  word  then 
**  before  him,  or  in  his  thoughts"  p;  ibi» 
Sure  however  it  is  that  Mr  Bate  had  not 
before  him,  or  in  his  thoughts,  my  Words 
in  p.  29.  9f  the  DiJfertationSy  when  he  fays, 
that  **  the  Dodlor  would,  againft  all  p^^ 
"  bilityj  afcribe  the  jilab  mentioned  in  the 
"  text,  to  the  people  and  not  to  Jehovah." 
For  I  exprefsly  fay,  "  This  is  His  mSk," 
though  I  expound  it  in*  the  fame  fenfe  that 
I  dd  the  |^S^J  of  Babylon* s  Adjuration^  in 
Ezek.  xvii.  which  is  alfo  called  God's  hSk, 
it  appearing,  as  I  obferved,  from  the  whole 
contextj  that  God  is  not  here  fwearing  in 
his  own  perfon,  but  impoJi?tg  an  oath  upon 
the  people. 

B  u  T  Mr  Bate  to  make  this  matter 
clear,  and  (hew  thlt  neither  Mr  C.  nor  I 
underftodd  the  ufage  of  rn3  in  this  text,' 
tells  us  it  {hould  be  tranllated  as  follows. 

"That  ye  fliould  enter  into  the  puri-^ 
^^  fiction  of  Jehovah  your  Aleim^  and  into 
"  his  Execration  (denounced  to  bind  in 
*^  Covenant)  "yo^K  as,  (or  according  to  * 
"  what)  the  Lord  your  God  hath  cut  off 
"  with  you  to-day."  p.  104. 

C  2  For 


For  "  take  ntJfK  (as  he  fays  iiiJ.)  as 
"  an  adverb  or  conjun6lion,  not  a  pro- 
"  noun,  and  the  difficulty  is  got  over  at 
"  once/'  For  Caratb  by  this  means  is 
neither  applied  diredtly  to  Beritb^  or  to 
Alab. 

But  what  fay  the  other  Gentleiiieili 

Mr  ABOAB.—''  It  muft  be  ex- 
"  plained  thus — ^To  make  thee  pafs  flHi^ 
"  through  or  between  the  Purifier  of  Je-- 
**  hovah  thy  Elohimy  \.  e*  through  the 
"  parts  of  the  Vidtim  that  was  cut  off  as  a 
"  type  to  the  great  Purifier,  and  through 
"  his  IhSk,  which  Jehovah  thy  Elobim  cut 
•*  off  with  thee  this  Day.  The  Vi<aim  is 
«  here  called  fihl  and  n^K."  p.  45, 

But  Mr  Moody  takes  a  third  way :  And 
tells  us,  "  Carat  may  retain  its  fenfe  of 
"  cutting  offy  and  be  applicable  to  Berithy 
"though  not  to  Ak:*  p,  113.  Yet  he 
fays  this  only  to  fhew  that  I  may  be  in  the 
wrong,  in  fuppofing  Carath  applicable  to 
both  the  Nouns  -f- :  For  in  his  own  opi- 
nion, 

f  **  Where  (fays  he)  is  the  neceffity  of  making  the 
*»  verb  Carat  applicable  to  both  the  Nouns  J  The  Dolor's 
*'  great  reading  cannot  but  afford  him  inftances  enough  in 
**  both  facred  and  prophane  Authors,  of  verbs  placed  be^ 

"  inueen 
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nlon,  as  he  tells  us  in  a  note,  *^  JDti  ij> 
"  t^iis  place  is  equally  applicable  to  TwH 
"  and  to  fini :  for  the  facrifice  may  be 
**  called  the  interpofing  mean,  as  well  as 
"  the  fecreting  or  purifying  mean,  and  then 
"  n^D  will  be  applicable  to  each."  p.  1 14. 

Thus  n^"il  in  this  text  is  interpreted 
by  onCy  Purification  ;  by  another ^  the  Pu- 
rifierj  meaning  the  Victim.  By  a  tbirdy 
a  Sacrifice^  under  thie  Idea  of  a  fecreting 
mean. 

And  ri/K  is  Interpreted  by  one^  ^xccra-- 
tion  J  by  another,  the  ViBim ;  by  the  third, 
41  Sacrifice^  under  th?  notion  of  an  inter^ 
fojing  me^n, 

W  H  E  N  I  review  my  own  expofition  of 
this  place  in  DiJfertationSy  p.  28,  and  29. 
where  Berith  is  underftood  of  the  Cove-^ 
nanty  and  Alab  of  the  Adjuration  to  bind 
the  people  to  it,  I  think  it  may  fland  not- 
C  3  with- 

**  tivein  two  Noans,  which  yet  are  applicable  only  to  one 
«'  of  them."    Ibid: 

B  u  T  in  this  text  the  verb  follows  both  the  noun?,  and 
ihpuld  have  reference  to  the  latter  as  well  as. to  the  for- 
mi^r.  He  gives  two  inflances,  W«.  Luke  i.  64.  and 
2  Sam.  xxi.  i  o.  both  of  them  wide  of  the  purpofe,  ber- 
caofe  in  both  of  them  one  of  the  nouns  comes  after  the 
Tcrh  ;  fo  that  the  verb,  in  both  the  inftances,  being  applied 
to  the  firft  noun  only,  thp  verb  for  thp  following  noun  is  tq 
|)e  underfiooij. 
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withftajiding  thefc  various  conftrudlions 
that  are  oppofed  to  it. 

The  next  paflages  quoted  alfo  by  Mr  C. 
and  examined  by  me,  p.  87,  arc  Jer.  ii.  22. 
and  MaL  in.  2,  from  whence  the  Radical 
Idea  of  Berith  is  faid  to  be  taken. 

The  root,  fays  MrC.  is  in,  or  ^•il,  t9 
cleanfe  or  purify.  And  Mr  Moody  tplls  us, 
that,  "  what  He  (Mr  H.)  and  they  (his 
^*  followers)  maintain  is,  that  from  thefe 
*'  two  texts  the  Idea  of  Berith  is  to  be  fair- 
"  ly  colleded,  which  is  that  oi purijication^^ 
"  or  as  I  (fays  he)  with  fubmiffion  C^U  it, 
"  Secretion.*'  p.  149. 

Mr  jfif.  and  Mr  C.  allow  Berith  in  Afer 
lacbi  to  be  Fullers  Soap.  The  Idea  here  i^ 
Soap,  fays  Mr  H. 

But  l!Av Bate  will  not  allow  this.  For 
\it  fays,  "  It  is  uncertain  what  Berith  is 
"  MaL  iii.  2.  according  to  the  Commenta- 
^^  tors  and  verfions,  for  fome  make  \lfo(tp^ 
"  and  others  fome  deterfive  herb.  Soap 
**  is  not  an  herb,  and  what  herb  is  it,  if  it 
^*  be  an  herb  ?"  p.  129. 

Again. ''  The  LXX  have  mifled 

^*  us,  as  far  as  they  poflibly  could,  by 
^^  tranflating  jBm/)&  wo««,  and  (others)y&<7^j} 
^^  yet  they  could  not  conceal  ^  the  Idea  of 

«  the 
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"  the  word. — If  it  is  tjiat  wKich  cleanfes 
"  thofe  that  are  wafhed,  or  if  it  be  the 
**  means  of  cleanling  made  ufe  of  by  thofe 
"  who  do  wafli  or  cleanfe,  then  you  have 
"  the  meaning  of  the  •word."  p.  128. 

And  then  you  have  alfo  wo*a  and  foap 
which  Mr  Bate  hath  fully  defcribed.  And 
then  you  have  alfo  the  undoubted  meaning 
of  nma,  as  this  word  in  thefe  two  texts 
hath  been  always  read  and  pronounced, 
till  Mr  H.  took  upon  him  to  authorize  the 
reading  Berith  as  the  word  for  Covenant  is 
pointed.  But  here  I  muft  remember  my 
promife,  not  to  enter  into  the  difpute  about 
the  punft nation. 

Mr  Moody  "  begs  leave  to  offer  his  con- 
^*  ftrudion  of  the  text,"  p.  147,  Where, 
after  a  longer  Account  than  is  neceflary  to 
be  tranfcribed  he  fays« ^ 

^\  There  is  reafon  to  conclude  that  the 
•*  words  in  Afj/.  iii.  2.  do  not  relate  to  the^ 
"  Fullers  Berith"  (as  the  Dodtor  is  pleafed  to 
^*  exprefs  it)  but  to  the  manner  of  cleans 
^'  ling  recited,  Lev.  xiv,  for  the  cure  of  the 
**  leprofy :  And  Ghrift  is  compared  to  the 
^*  Berithy  purifiery  or  purification  of  thofe 
<[  who  were  fo  far  cleanfed  as  to  b?  wa{he4. 
C  4  ■  "pre- 
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^*  preparatory  to  their  purijication  by  the 
**  blood  of  the  appointed  Sacrifice." 

I  OBSERVE  that  Mr  Moody  drops  here 
his  primary  Idea  of  every  Berttb^  whiqh 
he,  with  fubmiffion,  call$  fecretion ;  nor 
do  I  fee  how  it  is  convey'd  in  the  clean- 
fing  of  lepers  by  wajhing^  though  it  has 
an  apparent  connexion  with  their  tempoi- 
rary  feparation  from  the  congregation  dur- 
ing their  uncleannefs.  Therefore  he 
choofes  rather  to  ufe  Mr  Batis  terms  on 
this  occafion,  as  he  ufes'  his  Argument, 
For  what  we  tender  Fullers  foap,  Mr  Bate 
fjtys  is,  "  Xht  purification  ofthofe  that  wajb 
"  or  are  wajhed.  All  the  reft  {yiz.  that  it 
"  is  that  particular  Wafher  a  Fuller  is  fup- 
*^  ppfed  to  be,  and  that  fort  of  Purijication 
^^  W?  call  Soap)  is  the  mere  opinion  of  the 
"  Tranflator,  who  has  no  right  to  injpofe 
"  his  own  Opinion  on  another,  p,  iii.- — 
"  Soap  therefore   is  not  the  meaning   of 

**  the  word,    {ibid.)^. l^tt   the  Do^or 

*'  then  keep  his  Fuller's  Covenant  to  him- 
**  felf,  and  leave  us  either  the  purification^ 
"  or  injiitution  of  thofe  that  are  to  be 
•*  cleanfed."  p.  130. 

But  what  becomes  of  Mr  H's  fenti- 
pients,  and  his  primary  Idea  of  Soap  all 

this 
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this  while  ?  He  took  great  care  not  to  be 
impofed  upon  by  the  tranflators,  and  was 
not  apt  to  follow  their  Opinion  5  yet  he 
Ipeaks  as  without  fufpicion,  both  of  Fuikrs 
and  of  their  Soap^  from  the  fingle  Autho- 
rity of  this  text,  as  rendered  in  our  Bibles. 
T^rin.  Gent.  p.  362. 

"He  concluded,  (fays  Mr  Moody)  from 
**  this  text  and  ^er.  ii*  %2.  where  the  ra- 
**  dical  Idea  was  given  that  Beritb  muft 
**  come  from  a  root  that  figniiies  to  SE- 
'*  CRETE,  fo  purify ;  or  purification  by 
^^  fecretion ;  and  accordingly  fixed  upon  the 
^*  root  ^3."  p.  loo* 

He    fixed    indeed  upon  the  root  •la, 

yet  he  concluded  from  thefe  texts,  that  the 

firft  and   literal   meaning  of  Beritb  was 

Soap  I  which  when  applied  to  an  Agent 

vjould  fignify  a  purifier.      Neither  hath 

tie,  fo  far  as  I  remember,   in  any  part  of 

his  works,  fpoke  of  a  fecretion  or  a  fe^ 

creter  from  *in.     And  by  Mr  Moody  %  own 

account  in  p.  107,  Mr  H.  had  not  invefti- 

gated  rfie    Idea  fo    far,     for,    fays  he, 

"When  I  m^e  SECRETION  the 

"  primary  and  ruling  Idea  of  nn3,  I  do 

^*  not,  as  I  apprehend,  differ  from  Mr  j£. 

*'  but  only  aflign    the  ejicient  (aufey   of 

*'  whkh 
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"  which  purification  is  the  EffeSl :  for  the 
♦*  fignification  of  the  root  •in.  That  moft 
"  ingenious  and  able  writer  is  very  concife 
"in  his  chapter  upon  Beritb,  only  throws 
**  out  a  few  hints  for  others  to  improve ; 
"  juft  tells  us  what  he  thinks  is  the  root, 
"  but  ftays  not  to  inveftigate  the  Idea,  fo 
**  ufes  the  general  word  purifier,  purifica- 
"  tion,  &c,  without  determining  what  was 
"  particularly  implied  in  the  root/'  p.  107, 
B  u  T  if  this  wa^  the  cife,  and  if  Mr 
Moody  hath  now  compleated  what  was  left 
fhort  and  unfiniflied  by  fo  able,  and  inge- 
nious a  Writer,  What  Apology  can  be 
made  for  Mr  Baie^  who  after  fo  long  time 
as  he  has  had  for  invejiigating  the  true  IdeUy 
and  who  is  very  far  from  being  concife  in  hit 
trcatife  upon  Berithy  and  had  room  enough 
to  improve  upon  the  hints  thrown  out  by  Mr 
H.  hath  yet  got  no  further  than  the  Idea 
of  clearifingy  and  ufes  only  the  general  words y 
purifier  and  purification  5  remaining  yet  fo 
immerfed  in  the  EffeSiSy  as  not  to  be  able 
to  emerge  to  the  difcovery  of  the  Efficient 
Caufe  ?  fiut  abides  fo  firmly  by  a  fecondary 
and  fubordinate  Idea,  as  even  to  give  it  us 
for  the  pfinaary  and  radical  ? 

Ybt 


C  27  1 

Yet  there  is  one  improvement  upon 
Mr  H's  hints,  in  which  Mr  Bate  may 
claim  an  equal  merit  with  Mr  Moody^  and. 
that  is,  difcovering  "  a  reafon  to  conclude 
"  that  the  words  in  MaL  m.  2.  do  not  re- 
"  late  to  the  Fullers  Soapy'  (as  Mr  H.  was 
pleafed,  with  our  tranflators  to  exprefs  it) 
"  but  to  the  manner  of  cleanfing  recited  in 
^^  Lev,  xiv.  for  the  cure  of  the  Leprofy." 
(See  Mr  Moody^  p- 147*  Mr  Batey  p- 112.) 

They  both  go  upon  the  fame  fuppofi- 
tion,  viz.  that  D*D!1DD  which  is  rendered 
Fuller Sy  fignifies  perfons  that  are  wajhed^  or 
to  h  wajhed. 

'^  It  is  the  plural  (fays  Mr  Moody)  of 
*^  the  participle  pahul,  from  the  verb  DM 
"  to  wajby  as  DHpSD  is  from  the  verb  *|pO, 
^'  fo  grammatically  conftrued  is  perfons 
"  wajbed,  or  to  be  wajhedy  p.  147. 

But  neither  D^DMO  nor  pHpflp  arc 
plhrals  of  the  participle /^iftiz/, 'which  from 
its  form  SlVD  can  be  no  other  *  than 
the  participle  paflive  of  the  firft  conjuga- 
tion 


*  I  wonder  a  little  therefore  at  Mr  Bati'^  faying,  upoa 

my  ufing  the  words  particifle  pabuL "  I  fuppofe  (fayt 

*•  he)  Hi  means  paffi<veV  p.  27..  Can  he,  who  has  wrot^ 
a  grammar,  make  a  doubt  of  it  ?  Sec  Dr  Grty%  Cramroar|^ 
p-  Hf  33.  &r|f.  . 
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don  of  the  old  paradigm  SvD  *  from 
whence  all  the  other  conjugations  receive 
their  names  -f-.  Mr  Moody  would  do  well 
to  attend  to  the  meaning  of  thofe  terms  of 
the  Grammarians  which  he  condefcends  to 
nfe. 

But  D^DMD  from  DiD  to  wajh^  may 
be  the  participle  either  of  Pihel  or  Py- 
balj  that  is  to  fay,  may  be  a£iive  or  paf- 
Jhe.  J,  and  therefore  it  fliould  not  be  aif- 
ferted  abfolutely  that  it  is  the  latter,  for  it 
may  as  well  fignify,  in  the  adive  fenfe 
nvajhers  or  fullers  (as  it  is  rendered  in 
the  Vcrfions),  as  in  the  paflive  fenfe,  per- 
fons  wajhed  or  to  be  wajhed. 

A  N  D  if  D^DMD  may  in  this  text  be 
rendered  wajhers  or  fullerSy  what  forbids 
Beritb  or  Borith  (read  it  as  you  will)  be- 
ing 

*  Conjugationes  feptem:  Qaas  omnes  excepta  prima, 
(viz.  Kai )  appellantur  a  forma  antiqui  paradigmatis  ^)^D. 
q9od  ab  Arabum  ^J/D  habent,  qui  tameo  ea  difficultate 
non  premuntar  qoam  haec  vox  apud  Hebrsipos  babet  ob  i^- 
diam  indagerhabilem.     Rilandi  Introd.  p.  38. 

t  Viz.  ^yD3,    k  ^ysn,    2  Conj.  &  ^J^D   2  Conj.  & 

X  In  feme  of  the  printed  paradigms,  as  Bytbnerh  for  in* 
fiance,  CDHpOD  in  Pihgl^  being  adiive,  is  ranged  collate- 
rally with  the  participle  Benoni  in  Kal,  and  QHpDD  the 
paffive  in  Pybal  \i  ranged  collaterally  with  the  participle 
Fabul  fai  Kah  bat  is  not  therefbre  the  participle  pahu!,^ 
thoDgh  it  be  a  participle  paffive. 
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ing  tfArtflatcd  Soapy  notwithftanding  Mt 
Butes  Opinim  (which  he  has  no  more  right 
than  our  J'ranjlators  to  impofe  upon  others) 
that  Soap  here  makes  but  "  very  indifferent 
^^  fenfe!"  p.  128.  At  leaft  I  apprehend  he 
prefumes  too  much  upon  his  own  Opinion, 
that  he  has  given  the  only  true  conftruc- 
tion  of  thefe  words,  when  he  fays,  p.  128. 
That  "  no  doubt  the  Eye  of  Providence 
"  guarded  the  word  (Berith)  in  this,  and 
"  one  place  more,  that  it  fhould  not  be 
"  poflible  for  the  ignorance  or  defign  of 
"  Men  to  confound  it,  but  that  the  fenfe 
"  of  the  Noun  might  lead  us  to  its  true 
"  Radix,  as  the  words  wifli  it  do  to  the 
"  fpecics  of  purification  intended.  The 
**  purification  D^Di3D  of  thofe  who  were 
"  cleanfed  from  their- pollutions,  was  not 
*^  Soapy  but  blood,  oil,  fait,  water,  typi- 
*^  cally  applied,  in  token  that  Chrift  fhould 
**  apply  them  really." 

A  N  0  this  will  in  good  meafure  account 
for  Mr  Bate's  great  uneafinefs  at  what  I  faid 
in  the  Addenda  upon  this  text,  in  order  to 
obviate  the  inference  or  conclufion  drawn 
from  it  by  Mr  R.  in  his  Interpretation  of 
proper  Names  annexed  to  his  Edition  of 
M*  de  Calajio'%  Concordance^     One  of  thefe 

inferences 
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inferences  which  I  excepted  againfl:  was 
his  making  i^ns  (which  he  rendered  Sapo) 
to  denote  at  any  time  the  great  purifier 
who  ckanfetb  us  from  all  Sin.  p.  155,  and 
160.  And  among  other  things  to  (hew 
die  illegitimacy  of  this  inference,  I  pro- 
pofed  tt^R  the  Refiners/r^  (to  which  Chrift 
is  compared  in  the  fame  verfe)  to  be  put 
in  the  fame  application  to  Chrift  that  he 
put  n^^i  the  Fullers  Soap:  that  from 
thence  it  might  be  feen  whether  he  had 
made  a  right  inference  or  not. 
.  Ex.  gr.  Mr  H.  had  faid,  that  n^i 
when  applied  to  an  ^genty  a  perfotiy  Would 
fignify  a  purifier.  I  thereupon  afked^  whe- 
ther ts^K  might  be  alfo  applied  to  a  perforij  ^ 
an  agent  J  and  fignify  a  Refiner?  Or  to 
Chrift  the  Refiner  of  Souls  ? 

T  o  this  Mr  Bate  replies,  "  Had  Mr  H. 
*'  made  Berith  fignify  a  Fuller ^  then  might 
"  it  have  been  afked,  if  Fire  fignifies  a 
•^  Refiner  ?"  p.  166.  —  No ;  this  Queftion 
could  not  have  been  alked  under  the  term 
Jire^  unlefs  Mr  H.  had  made  Soapy  not 
Beritbj  fignify  a  Fuller :  And  in  that  cafe, 
I  think  it  had  been  a  very  proper  Queftion. 

But  the  cafe  is   otherwife.     Mr  H. 
coUefted  from  nn2,  rendered  Soap  in  this 

text. 
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text,  that  when  it  is  applied  to  a  perfon  it 
will  denote  a  Purifier.  Then  the  Que- 
ftion,  as  I  put  it,  is  pertinent ;  Will  8^tr, 
though  rendered  Jire  in  this  text,  applied 
to  a  perforiy  denote  a  Refiner?  For  why 
fhould  Mr  H — 's  rules  of  conftruftion  be 
held  facred  in  refpe<fl  of  one  of  the  Nouns, 
and  be  totally  rejefted  in  refpedt  of  the 
other  ?  If  the  one  is  by  him  extended  to  a 
purifier  in  general,  the  other  may  be  ex- 
tended, with  as  good  reafon,  to  a  Refiner  in 
gpneral.  If  Fullers  are  excluded  in  the  one^ 
the  Refiners  of  metals  (hould  be  alfo  ex- 
cluded in  the  other.  If  the  one  mean  a 
purifier  of  Souls,  the  other  fhould  fignify 
a  refiner  of  Souls  alfo.  If  one  denote  Chrift 
the  great  purifier  of  Souls,  the  other 
fhould  denote  him  alfo  as  the  great  refiner 
of  them. 

Mr  Bate  proceeds,  {ibid.)  "  Chrifl  is 
*'  compared  in  Malachi  to  the  Beritb  (he 
"  fhould  have  faid  &oap)  of  the  Fuller, 
"  and  to  the  Fire  of  the  Refiner.  And 
"  Mr  if— «  is-  made,  by  this  Author,  to 
"  argue  that  He  is  therefore  the  Beritb 
*'  itfelf " — He  fhould  have  faid,  that  he  is 
therefore  himfelf  a  purifier. 

I  GAVE 
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I  GAVB  Mri?'s  own  words- — Beriflh^ 
applied  to  an  Agent,  a  perfon,  a  Purifier ; 
who  in  a  fpiritual  fenfe  was  to  make  the 
Souls  of  Men  pure^  clean^  &c.  Trin.  Gent. 
p.  362. 

I F  Mr  H.  did  not  mean  this  of  Chrift, 
let  them  who  knew  his  mind  tell  us,  what 
Agent  or  perfon  he  meant  it  of.  I  did 
not  fay  that  Mr  H.  interpreted  the  Beritb 
in  Malachi  of  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  but 
that  hacoUedled  from  the  comparifon  of 
Chrift  with  it,  that  he  being  himfelf  a  ptc,^ 
rifier  in  a  fpiritual  Senfe,  might  be  called 
Beritb  in  other  places.  And  this  I  appre-* 
hend  is  more  juftly  reprefented  as  his  in* 
ference,  than  what  Mr  JS^/^  gives  us  as  his 
ConcliiftoHy  p.  169.  "  That  as  Chrift  is  td 
**  be  like  the  purifitation  of  tbofe  that  wajh^ 
"  it  means  like  it  in  a  fpiritual  fenfe ;  for  in 
"  that  view  is  the  comparifon  ftated :  He 
*•  that  hath  the  like  quality  with  any  thing 
«  elfe  hath  the  fame:' 

T  o  Mr  Bate's  Queflion,  which  follows 
in  p.  166.  Upon  what  Authority  or  paral- 
lel I  would  infer  that  fire  muft  fignify  a 
Refinery  or  inpnuate  that  it  foUowsfrom  Mr 
H*i  way  of  reafoning?  I  reply,  that  if 
jina  Soap  may  be  applied  to  a  perfon,  and 

under 
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under  that  application  fignify  a  purifier^ 
which  is  Mr  H/s  nioay  of  reafoning ;  then 
I  do^  not  only  inlinuate,  but  beg  leave  to 
infift  upon  it,  that  t^K,  Fire,  may  alfo-  with 
equal  jviftice,  be  applied  to  a  perfon,  and 
under  that  application  fignify  a  Refiner. 
And  I  do  not  fee  how  tihis  Argument,  al- 
though it  be  only  ad  hominem^  can  be  fhewn 
to  be  inconclufive. 

.  And  I  have  the  fame  opinion  of  a  like 
inference  that  I  drew  from  Mr  R.'s  way  of 

reafoning.     His  words  were, "  Ex  his 

"  locis  conftat  vocem -Ber/VA  purificationem 
"  denotare,  &  perfonam,  &  res  quae  puri- 
"  ficaht,  praecipue  maximum  ilium  purifi- 
"  catorem  qui  nos  emundat  ab  omni  pec- 
"  cato,  fuamque  religionem''  Int.  prop.  nom. 

Hereupon  I  obferved,  Addenda^  p. 
163.  "  If  iini  by  virtue  of  its  reference 
"  to  the  great  purifier  in  this  text,  {viz. 
"  Mal.iii.  2.)  denotes  more  efpeciallyChrift' 
"  and  bis  Religion  throughout  the  Old  Te- 
"  ftament,  tJ^K  muft  do  fo  too,  for  a  rea- 
"  fon  equally  cogent,  viz.  for  the  fame 
«  reafon/'  &c. 

:  Mr  jB-^T£  in  anfwer  to  this  fays,  p. 
167,  that  "  Berith  doth  not  denote  Chriil 
<*  and  his  Religion  by  virtue  of  its  refe- 

Part  II.  D  rence 
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"  rcncc  to  the  great  purifier  in  this  text." 
Wherein  he  doth  not  contradift  ihe,  but 
Mr  iR.  And  thefe  two  Gentlemen  muft. 
adjuft  this  feemihg  contrariety  of  fcnti- 
ments  with  each  other.  And  then  I  flMdl 
better  know  how  to  ftate  my  Ohfervation 
concerning  tJ^K.  In  die  mean  time  it 
ftands,  a)s  it  is  put,  ftrong  againft  Mr  R* 
to  whom  it  was  propounded  as  an  irife- 
rence  which  he  would  neither  be  wiliing 
to  admk,  nor  be  able  to  avoid.  ' 

Mr  MO  OD  T  citing  the  fame  pa£&ge 
from  me  at  p.  148.  is  fo  unlucky  as  trt 
think  it  w^  ievelled  at  Mr  H.  and  i^rs,  I 
make  an  inference  for  brm^  that  "  Beri^bf 
** .  virtue  of  it6  reference,  &c.  denotes 
"  Chrift,  and  bis  Reiigion,  throughout  the 
"  CAd  Teikment/'  And  this  he  calfc  a 
Tncj/i  "wretched  rmfreprejentatiofu  There  is 
to  be  fure  a  mifrcprefentation  in  the  cafe. 
And  when  he  lias  difcovercd  where  it  lies, 
he  fhall  call  it  "what  he  plcafes,  fcr  I  would 
not  beftow  a  harder  word  ^opon  it,  thah 
what  he  himfelf  ftiail  be  incKned  to  do., 

A  s  to  the  Obfervations  thcmfdves 
which  I  made  in  the  Addenda^  &ey  are 
too  mruch  below  his  nooce  to  be  'inti^d 
to  a  formal  Reply.    He  choofes  to  dif- 

mifs 
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S'them  at  once,  by  faying,  p.  148. 
that  I  "  trijk  in  cot  idle  and  unfair  manner 
^^  about  B^K  being  underftood  of  Chrift 
**  the  refiner  pf  Soivls.-.-^—»^f  a  flower  and 
**  a  fhadow  denoting  a  man/'  Sfr.  Where- 
as what  I  urged  was,  that  Beritby  Soap, 
being  no  otherwife  applied  to  Chrift  than 
by  way  of  comparifon  pr  iimUitude,  cou!d 
be  intitled  tQ  HQ  f^nfes  or  conftruftions 
Irom  that  compiirifQn>  but  tw<  (in  the 
f^m9  vcrfe,  and  equally  ftppU^d  to  Chrift) 
ifould  he  capable  of  the  Uke.  And  let  jit 
be  {hewn  that  it  is  not  £b,  for  till  that  }s 
fliewn  it  is  no  liich  idle  or  trijling  Obfer^ 
vation.  i  inftanc^d,  that  as  a  flower  or  g 
JhadofO)  did  not  denote  a  Mam  by  a  Man^ 
being  coihpared  to  a  jhwer  or  a  Jhadtna^ 
Job  xiy.  2.  fb  neither  did  fi^^a  denote  the 
great  purifier  in  aijy  other  texts,  becaufe 
the  great  purifier  was  compared  to  n»*12  ia 
diis.-^Is  this  an  unfair  inference  ? 

But  Mr  Moody  concludes  with  "  leav- 
"  ing  the  ingenuity  and  candour  dl  £uch 
"  objedions  to  the  reader."  p.  149.  To 
whom  I  alfo  readily  fubmit  them.  Though 
he  and  I  perhaps  agree  upon  this  reference 
w?th  different  views. 

D  2  SECT- 


■[:j6  ] 


SECT.     XI. 


IT  was  propofed  in  the  Dijfertations^  \n 
order  to  difcover  what  fenfes  HHl 
bore  in  Scripture,  to  exaimine  certain  paf- 
fages  from  whence,  the  ufe  and  force  of 
the  word  might  be  bell  gathered.  In 
which  view  three  texts  were  quoted  in  p. 
98,  as  proofs  that  Berith  fometimes  figni- 
,  fied  a  treaty  ot  covenant ,  without  any  Idea 
of  purification  annexed  to  it.  In  two  of 
«thefe  paflages,  which  are  hiftorical,  I  fupr 
pofed  the  fenfe  of  the  word  to  be  taken 
literally :  In  the  of  her  y  which  is  part  of  ^ 
Poem,  to  be  taken  metaphorically.  But 
exceptions  are  made  in  either  cafe  to  what 
I  faid,  and  other  conftrudtions  of  thefe 
texts  are  given  by  my  Opponents.  I  there- 
fore purpofe  now  to  examine  both  their 
exceptions  and  their  conftrudtions,  and 
vindicate  the  common  tranflation. 

T  H  E'  iirft  text  was  2  Chron.  xvi.  2,  3. 

Then 
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Then  Afa  fent  to  Benbadad  King  of. 
Syria   who  '  dwelt    at  DamafcuSy  iaying, . 
"  There  is  a  league  (nni)  between  me 
"  and  thee,  as  there  was  between  my  Fa- 
"  ther  ,and  thy  Father.     Behold  I  have 
"  fent  thee  filvcr  and  gold.     Go  break  ihy' 
''league   (^nm)    with   Baajha  King   of 
"  Ifrde/j  that  he  may  depart  from  me." 

Upon  this  I  afked — What  better  tranf-' 
lation  can  be  found  for  BentL  in  thefe' 
places  than  league?  p.  98.  .  1  " 

Mr  ABOAB  anfwers,  "  It  muft  be 
"  explained  thus.  There  is  a  purifier  be- 
"  tween  me  and  thee.  Go,  difannul 
"  the  AB  of  thy  purification  with  BaaJIm"' 
&c.  p.  \j.     -  . 

But  why  muft  BenhaJad!s  Berith  with 
Afa  be  interpreted  by  a  purifier^  and  his 
Berith  with  Baajha  by  an  A£i  of  his  own 
purification  ?  Is  there  any  reafon  for  this^ 
change  of  words  fave  the  impropriety  of 
faying  in  the  latter  claufe  Difannul  thy 
purifier  ? 

Mr  BATE  indeed  apprifes  us,  that 
"  whether  purification  mean  here  the  crea- 
**  turc  flain,  or  the  ceremony  of  fprinkling 
"  with  the  blood,  it  will  come  to  juft  the 
"  fame,*^  /.  13 1.  that  is,  Berith  may  either 
D  3  fignify 
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(ignify  a  ptrijier^  or  an  ASi  f^  fmrtfita-' 
tion.  And  therefore  if  we  do  not  approve 
of  Mr  jiboab'%  verfioB,  we  may  make 
thefe  terras  change  places :   And  the  paf- 

fage  will  run  thus «  There  is  %  parifi- 

"  cation  between  me  and  thee— Go,  ifipt 
^*  break  tbrwgb  (Leigh.  irritumfacere)\0Q!k 
"  oh  as  void  the  obligation  of  ^nna  thy 
^^ purifier  (cut  off)  witibi  BaaJhaJ*  /.  132. 
*'  Where  is  the  mighty  impropriety  (add§ 
Mr  Bate)  "  ipi  this  way  of  fpeaking  ?** 
ihid. 

It  may  be  better  than  difannuUing  a 
purifier^  and  yet  is  far  from  being  proper.' 
For  though  Benbadad  might  break  a  treaty 
that  had  been  ratified  by  a  Jacrijice^  yet 
he  could  not  *ooid  the  obiigation  that  Sacri- 
fice laid  him  under  to  keep  the  treaty ^ 
when  made.  Neither  could  he  look  upon 
the  obligation  as  void,  although  he  might 
not  abide  by  the  agreement.  And  I  fhould 
©bferve  further  that  if  Berith  in  the  latter 
claufe  fignifies  the  Obligation  of  a  purijier^ 
it  doth  not  fignify  the  ASl  of  Benhadad's 
purification^  as  Mr  ^oab  reprefente  it. 
And  further,  if  it  may  fignify  either  fwh 
dligation  or  fuch  JB^  there  will  be  ftill  a 

difficulty 
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dURcuhy  in  eonceiving  how  it  could  under 
thofefinjis  ha  cut  (ff> 

Mp  MO'OIXT  takes  another  way  of 
replying  to  me.  He  £iy$,  the  Fbrce  iff  my 
ai^eSHon  lies  wb9S^  in  my  artful  may  of  put-- 
ting  the  Slue/lion.  ^^  Leagues  or  covenanfa 
*^  were  not  purifiers.  But  they  w^re  made 
5*  by  cutting  off  Beritb  the  typical /yrj/fer. 
"  And  therefore  in  an  ideal  language,  as 
^*  Mr  flf.  h^s  fhewn  the  Hebrew  is,  Beritb 
^*  muft  be  ufed  for  them/'  p.  114. 

Then  one  would  think,  Beritb  being 
u&d  for  a  Zf^^^^  or  a  covenant  in  an  ;dea| 
knguage  ought  to  be  rendered  j^,  when 
tranOated  into  a  language  that  is  not  ideal. 
However  he  thinks  it  moft  expedient  in 
this  pafiage  as  in  moft  other  texts  not  to 
render  it  3  but  uies  dfie  Hebrew  word  it- 
Celf :  which  is  jufi:  doing  nothing  in  the 
prefent  Queftion. 

*'  S  o  telUng  Benbadad  that  there  vafi  a 
"  Beritb  between  thena,  was  referring  him 
^^  to  that  c^Ugatipn  by  which  he  was  bound  . 
^^  to  per&Mrm  certain  condiitiofis ;  and  by 
^*  breaking  that  dbligadon,  he  broke  the 
*^  league  of  which  Bfritb  was  the  faaiftion: 
"  fo  broke,  or  fet  at  nought  his  Beritb'* 
{ibid.) 

J)  4  How 
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.How  arc  we  to  undcrftand  the  three 
Beritbs  in  this  pretended  Expofition  ?  I 
think  no  one  rendering  can  fuit  theHi  all. 
Here  is  obligation^  and  league^  and  fome- 
thing  befides  denoted  by  Berith^  feerning- 
ly  diftinguifhed  from  each  other.  For  by 
breaking  the  obligation  he  alfo  broke  the 
league^  and  by  breaking  the  league  he  alfo 
broke  the  Beritb. 

Thus  much  however  may  I  prefumc 
be  fairly  colledled  from  hence,  viz.  that 
Beritb  doth  not  mean  tbe  Obligation  of  tbe 
purifier^  as  Mr  Bate  explains  it :  And  that 
Mr  Moody  ^  caution  in  avoiding  to  make 
tranflation  of  the  word  in  this  text  was 
not  ill  grounded,  feeing  how  ill  that  at- 
tempt had  fucceeded  in  the  hands  of  the 
two  aforenamed  Gentlemen,  whofe  ex- 
preffions  no  doubt  he  had  diligently 
weighed,  efpecially  in  .  refped:  of  the 
phrafe  XTSl  'IfiH  which  even  under  the 
beft  light  that  a  ftudied  paraphrafe  could 
throw  upon  it  appeared  (as  was  juft  now 
feen)  very  indifferently,  for  want  of  fome 
Engiifh  word  to  give  the  Idea  of  league 
which  is,  as'  it  were,  the.  Soul  of  the 
Sentence. 

That 
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That  there  was  a  league  between 
thefc  Kings  is  granted  by  all  my  oppo* 
nents.  And  that  one  King  ftirred  up  ojuh 
tber  to  break  a  league  with  a  third,  is  con- 
feffed  alfo.  That  a  league  is  implied  in  Be^ 
rith  is  allowed  likewife,  becaufe  leagues^ 
they  fuppofe,  were  always  made  by  cut^ 
ting  off  a  purifier,  viz.  as  they  explain  it, 
by  Sacrifice.  But  Berith,  fay  they,  means 
the  Sacrifice  not  the  league^  In  this  I 
think,  they  are  all  agreed,  however  they 
may  differ  in  their  manner  of  expreffing 
themfelves.  And  to  this  point  they  muft 
hold,  or  otherwife  give  up  this  text  to  the 
common  conftru6tion  of  it  by  league. 

'  I  SHALL  confider  hereafter  what  au- 
thorities they  have  for  faying  that  nni 
doth  ever  fignify  a  Sacrifice  or  Viiiim,  &c. 
And  at  prefent  I  ihall  only  obferve,  that  it 
is  not  a  probable  fuppofition  that  a  league 
fhould  have  been  jointly  offered  by  j4fa 
King  of  Judabj  and  Benhadad  a  heathen 
King :  or  a  typical  purifier  cut  off  between 
tbeniy  as  an  exhibition,  (according  to  Mr 
Moody)  of  the  Original  Beritby  which  made 
"  Peace  between  the  jHeim  and  Men,  and 
"  bound  men  to  be  fubjedt  to  the  jileimy 
**  and  to  keep  Faith  with  each  other."  ^.  1 14. 

(Here 
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(Here  agaia  we  are  referred  to  a  Bmtb 
untranflated)  which  by  the  effeds  aTcFihed 
to  k,  fhould  rather  be  underftood  of  the 
Original  Covenant  than  of  original  Purifer.) 
The  Heathens,  as  Mr  H.  obferves,  ^1 
had  Elabim^  but  none  of  them  had  HiSn 
*  {Remarks  p.  72,  his  own  Edkiicm)  i.  e. 
they  had  no  faith  in  the  true  purifier  of 
the  IfraeliteSy  nor  knowledge  of  the  refe- 
rence of  facrifkes  to  his  atonement,  nor  o^ 
the  fandtibn  given  to  treaties  oo  that  ac- 
count by  cutting  off  a  typical  purifer.  So 
that  unlefs  Benhadad  be  fuppoied  to  have 
been  a  profelyte  to  the  Law  of  MofeSy  and 
to  have  iived  in  Expeftation  of  the  pro- 
mifed  Seed  in  the  pofterity  of  JAraham^ 
it  is  neither  likely  that  Afa  ftiould  **  refer 
**  bim  to  thslt  Original  Beritb  which  made 
^'  peace  between  the  jUeim  and  Men^  or  that 
He  himfeif  would  fubmit  to  a  Sacrifice 

"  Hii>bicb 

*  I  srpAK  here  in  Mr ,H»*s  (tile,  9s  in  an  Argfim^nt  sd 
hminem.  For  HIVk  (lands  for  a  fidfe,  or  a  ftrange  god, 
as  well  as  for  the  true  God.  See  Dan.  xi  'ver,  39^  which 
text  lies  greatly  in  Mr  K.*s  way.  He  owns  it  fo  nfed  in 
this  text,  bat  owns  it  not  to  be  the  true  Hebrew  ni^, 
bat  an  hVh  with  am  Affjrian  termination.  See  Moftsfine 
Print,  p.  54.  Yet  in  his  Data^  Part  ii.  p.  ^23,  he  (ays, 
f<  Each  Perfon  is  JilHwah^  one  only  is  n)>k,  and  the  Hea- 
**  thenar  Dan.  xi.  39.  imagined  they  had  one.^"^ 
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*^  wbi€b  ioimd  him  to  befi^&  U  the  Jldm 
^  as  weU  as  to  keep  Faith'*  with  J^k. 

Mr  Bate  owns/.  13 !•  That  "  Betdki^ 
<<  dad  as  an  heathen  Prince  tho^ght  not  of 
<<  Oirift  in  the  Sacrifice  as  Mfa  King  of 
''  Judah  no  dottbt  did."  B^t  he  adds~ 
*^  He  might  and  ought  however  to  have 
«  done  fo>  if  he  did  not;*  {ibid.)  Will 
this  help  out  the  Expofition  ? 

Mr  Mood^f  p.  115^  would  iUuftrate  his 
meaning  by  a  parallel  Cafe,-  ■  > "  Suppofe 
^  it  was  the  Cuftom  (fay^  he)  for  Kings 
"  to  take  the  Sacrament  together  upon  any 
^  folenm  jUiiance  or  League.*'  &c. 

Without  going  any  further  into  his 
Argument)  no  fuch  cuAom  can  be  fimpof^ 
between  Chrijlian  Kings,  and  Heathen  or 
Mahometan  Kings.  And  inch  muft  tha 
fuppofition  be  to  make  it  a  parallel  to  the 
Cafe  of  Sacrifice  between  jlfii  apd  Benha^ 
dad.  The  one  had  no  communion  in  Re^ 
ligion  with  the  other.  The  ^Jews  migh^ 
by  &eir  Law,  naake  peace  and  leagues 
with  Nations  that  were  idolatrous.  But 
the  Sacrifices  and  all  other  rights  and  pri- 
Tileges  of  the  Law  were  denied  to  fttan- 
gers,  and  the  uncircumcifion  5  a  very  few 
cafes  perhs^  excepted^  aad  the  authorities 

alledged 
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alledgcd  for  fuch  exceptions  being  doubt- 
ful, and  not  to  be  abfolutely  depended 
upon.  Therefore  what  Mr  Bate  fays  of 
jifa  and  Benbadad  "  joining  in  this  cere- 
**  mony  and  jointly  performing  it,  of  its 
**  being  between  two,  and  of  each  having 
"  an  equal  hand  in  it"  feems  very  unlike- 
ly, efpecially  as  Afa  is  faid  to  have  "  re- 
"  newed  the  Covenant  of  the  Lord  with 
"  all  Judah  and  Benjamin''  2  Chron. xv.  9. 
and  to  have  **  removed  Mqachah  from  be- 
**  ing  Queen,  bccaufe  fhe  had  made  an  Idol 
**  in  the  Grove,  which  Idol  he  cut  down 
"  and  ftamped  and  burnt."  ver.  16.  And 
to  have  had  "  a  perfect  heart  all  his  days." 
wr.  17.  (See  more  of  his  religious  cha- 
radter  i  Kings  xv.  and  2  Chron.  xiv.  &c.) 
at  leaft  till  the  36th  year  of  his  reign, 
when  he  gave  the  firft  inftance,  that  we 
read  of,  of  turning  from  his  truft  in  God 
by  this  very  mefTage  to  Benhadad^  and  the 
Prefent  that  Accompanied  it :  whereas  the 
pretended  Sacrifice  referred  to  in  this  mef- 
fage  muft  have  been  offered  by  theni,  if 
,at  all,  before  that  time. 

These  are  ftrong  prefumptions  againft 
conftruing  Berith  in  this  text  of  a  Sacrifice. 
And  unlefs  the  word  could  be  proved  to 

denote 
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denote  a  facri£k:e  wherever  it  occurs  in  the 
Scriptures,    there  is  no  pretence  for  infift- 
ing  on  that  fignification  of  it  here. 

1  Sam.  xi.  I.  cited  in  Differtatims  p.  98. 
"  Nabajh  the  Ammoniteczms.  up  and  en- 
**  camped  againft  'Jabejh  Gilead.  And  the 
"men  of  Jabejh  faid  to  Nabajh  make  a 
"  Covenant  (fina)  with  us,  and  we  wiU 
**  fervethee." 

Mr  Batey  the  only  one  of  my  oppo- 
nents that  /peaks  to  this  text,  expounds  it 
thus.—-"  The  inhabitants  of  Jabejhy  be- 
"  ing  unable  to  defend  the  town,  offered 
"  to  fubmit  on  terms  and  fay.  Come  to  a 
"facrifice  with  us  j  let  us  be  put  under  the 
«  proteftion  of  that  blood  through  which 
"  we  arefandified,  which  is  to  prefent  us 
.«  holy  and  unblameable  in  the  fight  of  the 

"  jileim,,znd  we  will  ferve  thee. Cut 

"  off  a  purifier  '\h  on  our  behalf y  and  we 
"  will  open  our  gates  and  fubniit  to  thee." 
p.  134,  and  135. 

HOW  this  may  found,  he  fays,  in  the 
DoSlor's^  Ears  he  cannot  tell.  But  I  muft 
affure  him  it  founds  n&t  well,  from  the 
great  improbability  (equal  to  that  oi  Afa\* 
fecrificing  with  Benhadad)  that  fuch  are- 
queft  as  he  puts  into  the  mouths  of  the 
~     •  Ifraelites 
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^  Ibweft,    and   give  it  a    fruitful  crop/' 
And  this  explanation,  he  fays  is  ea^  and 
natural. 

Mr  Aboab  puts  it  in  this  manner. 
*«  With  the  ftones  of  the  field  h  thy  puri-^ 
^^feTy  properly  in  thy  affiftance  and  pre- 
«  fervation/'  p.  47. 

But  Mr  Moody  more  at  large-—"  With 
^'  the  ftones  of  the  field  is  thy  purifier^  as 
"  it  is  in  Hebrew,  'p.  ii§.  i.  e.  with  ♦nt* 
"  the  glebes  or  concreted  mafles  of  the 
^'  field  is  the  perfon,  who  was  to  purify 
^^  him  Soul  and  Body,  and  would  make  . 
^^  the  land  give  its  increafe."  p.  117. 

The  only  objeftion  to  what  I  had  given 
as  the  fcnfe  of  the  place — cum  lapidibus 
agri  fcedus  tuum — is  from  Mr  Bate^  who 
fays,  he  fuppofes  "  It  is  a  Metaphor  that 
**  the  ftones  ftiould  not  hurt  him  any  more 
*^  than  as  if  they  had  agreed  not  to  hurt' 
*'  him.  ^  It  is  a  ftrange  and  forced  Meta- 
*^  phor,  this,  as  it  ftands,  and  the  com- 
**  ment  muft  add  a  great  deal  to  make  the 
**  language  better  than  the  Senfe/*  /.  133. 

I  WISH  in  faying  this  he  had  confidered 
what  kind  of  a  metaphor  he  had  recom- 
mended as  eafy  and  natural^  and  alfo  the 
length  of  his  own  Comment  on  Mr  Gittins 

conftrudlion^ 
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tbnftl-udibri,  with  the  obfcurity  oF  the 
Vhdle  tVhen  he  had  finifhcd  it. 

I  A  M  willing  to  truft  to  the  judgment 
tod  verdiit  of  my  Reader,  who  fhall  look 
over  either  his  or  Mr  Moody's  Comments 
on  the  place  (tho*  the  latter  takes  up  mor* 
than  two  pages)  whether  what  I  have 
faid  in  two  lines,  by  way  of  illuftration  of 
the  paffage,  be  hot  more  fatisfadory  than 
either  of  the  accounts  given  by  themj 
after  ill  the  pains  they  have  taken  to  make 
them  palatable. 

The  three  tejcts  I  had  referred  to  iii 
DiJferiaiionSy  p.  99.  in  which  Caratb  is 
joined  With  B&itby  Oiall  be  poftponed  till 
I  examine  the  fenfe  of  thtofe  words  iA 
conjunftion.  And  I  proceed  now  to  the 
bther  texts  in  which  Beritb  is  mentiohed 
without  that  verb  accompanying  it. 

Obad.  7.  ^iina  ♦e^JK.  "  Men  of  thy 
"  confedefacy/* 

The  prophet  here  dentfurtclrtg  de- 
ftruftion  againft  the  Edomites  for  their 
unnatural  enmity  to  the  Jews,  foretels, 
Among  other  things,  that  they  fhould  be 
deferted  and  betrayed  by  their  heathen 
allies,  whom  he  fpeaks  of  under  the  ftil^ 
of  lOnS  ^aS8^  ♦riM  men  of  thy  petm,  and 
^  Part  II.  E  men 


[so] 

men  of  thy  breads  as  well  as  men  of  thy  Con- 
federacy :  whereby  the  treachery  of  thefe 
pretended  Auxiliaries  is  painted  in  ftronger 
colours,  and  the  folly  of  the  Edomites  in 
trufting  to  them,  rebuked  with  greater 
poignancy.  But  becaufe  nn2  happens  to 
be  ufed  among  the  other  words  to  denote 
this  unfortunate  Alliance,  therefore  the 
word  confederacy y  by  which  our  tranflators 
had  here  rendered  it,  was  altered  by 
Mr  H.  (as  Mr  Bate  tells  us,^.  159.)  "  in- 
**  to  Men  of  thy  purification :  which 
"  (fays  Mr  Bate)  is  as  good  Englifli  as  the 
^^  other." 

But  is  it  as  proper  a  rendering  in  this 
place  ?  He  feems  to  think  it  more  proper, 
for  he  adds, 

"  The  firft  means  Men  joined  with  thee 
**  in  a  confederacy.  The  latter.  Men  joined 
"  together  by  a  purificatiori'  (he  Ihould  have 
faid  by  thy  purification)  "  The  firft  phrafe 
*'  only  fays  they  were  leagued  together,  the 
**  latter  fuppofes  that^  and  tells  you  by 
."  what  adt  they  were  bound  together." 

No ;  unlefs  it  could  be  proved  that  Be- 
rith  means  a  Sacrifice  wherever  it  occurs 
in  Scripture ;  (as  I  fhall  ftiew  it  doth  not) 
and  if  it  might  not  mean  afacrifice  here, 

let 
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let  Mr  Bah  fhew  us  by  wtidt  J!£l^  of  purl- 
Jicatwn  they  were  in  this  cafe  bound  toge- 
ther. 

y^^Aboab  obferves  to  the  lamt  efFeft 
^.51,  that  "  Berith  in  this  place  ixry  m- 
'^^  dently  carries  in  it  the  Idea  of  Purifea-- 
"  tiofij  if  we  coniider  diat  it  was  an  Infti^ 
**  tution  among  the  Ancients,  both  Jews 
"  and  Heathens  to  ibed  the  blood  of  a 
^*  creature  in  confirmation  of  their  confe^ 
*^  deraciesy  But  now  let  us  fupjk)le  it 
Was  J  might  not  Berith  mean  the  cmfede^ 
racy  itfelf,  though  exprefled  by  a  word 
which  in  an  Ideal  language  fignified  alfo 
the  inftitutkrfi  by  Whi^h  it  wds  confirriied  ? 
ms  Mr  Moody  told  us  in  the  cafe  of  y^  ^Uld 
Benhadad.  Or  might  not  Berith  (as  I  pre- 
fomc  to  fay)  fignify  a  confederacy  inde- 
pendently on  the  inflitutibn  by  which  it 
was  confirmed?  and  be  tranfiated,  and 
jiiftly  too,  by  a  word  that  doth  not  convey 
the  idea  <s{  the  inftitution  ?  tshtf  and  lbrl7 
in  the  fafi^  terfe  imply  covenants  and  agree- 
pnents.  And  by  Mr  Aboab'%  Rule  thofe  co- 
venants muft  be  made  by  (bedding  the 
blood  of  a  creaturci  Now  sW  is  a 
Peace-offering  of  a  belft  (fee  Amos  v.  J2-) 
muft  we  therefore  render  ^aW  ^B^il*  Men 
E2  of 


t52] 
ef  thy  ptace^ffering  ?    Or  doth  tSlhft^  iii 
this  text  carry  the  Idea  of  purification  f 
And  this  only  bccaufe  the  peace-offerings 
were  made  by  cutting  off  a  purifier  ? 

Not  that  I  think  there  is  evidence  that 
nna  doth  ever  fignify  a  Sacrifice,  as  there 
is  evidence  that  EdW  doth.  A  Caution 
which  I  ought  to  put  in,  ^  leaft  Mr  Moody j 
according  to  his  manner,  fliould  charge 
me  with  allowing  Beritb  here  to  be  <z  5^- 
xrifice^  and  afterwards  contradicting  myfelf 
by  difallowing  it.  I  am  arguing  here  ex 
bypothefi^  or  upon  the  fentiments  of  my  op- 
ponents. 

And  had  I  Mr  Bate'%  dexterity,  I  might 
alfo  bring  Dn?  about  to  denote  a  Sacrifice^ 
•and  ^On?  ♦tyJK  to  fignify,  confequently, 
the  Men  of  thy  purification.  For  Sacrifices 
are  c^led  DnS  in  refpedt  of  God,  Lev. 
xxii.  25.  and  elfewhefe.  And  as  there 
were  no  agreements  but  what  were  rati- 
fied by  Sacrifice  to  purify  the  parties,  and 
-as  the  Men  of  thy  purification  is  as  good  En^ 
glijhy  as  the  Men  of  thy  breads  the  former 
fhould  be  preferred.  "  For  the  latter  only 
*^  fays  that  they  were  leagued  together  j 
"  but  the  former  fuppofes  tbat^   and  tells 

"  you 
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**  you  by  what  A(St  they  were  boiind  to- 
«^  gether." 

I F  it  {hould  be  faid  that  EdS»  and  tSPlS 
are  terms  only  ufed  for  the  legal  Sacrifices » 
according  to  the  Ritual  of  Mofes^  and  are 
not  td  be  applied  to  the  Sacrifices  of  the 
Heathen ;  I  would  aik  by  what  authority 
Berith  is  applied  to  the  facrifices  of  the 
Heathen  in  this  text,  and  others  ? 

MaL  ii;  14.  inni  nvVi.     ''  The  Wife 
^' of  thy  Covenant:' 

The  Prophet  here  reprcfents  God  as 
complaining  of  the  Jews  for  divorcing 
their  Wives,  in  order  to  marry  ftrangers* 
"  The  Lord  hath  been  witnefs  petween  tbee^ 
«  and  7niy3  fJB^Jt  the  wife  of  thy  Toutby 
"  againfl  wbom  thou  hajl  deak  treachermjly^ 
*^  yet  is  jhe  thy  Companion^  and  the  Wife  of 
"  tly  Covenant^'  or , the  betrothed,  with 
whom  the  folemn  contrad:  was  made.  See 
Lowth  and  others. 

Mr  Bate  feems  to  have  no  great  objec* 
tion  to  this,  but  fays,  p.  1 59,  that  "  Wife 
"  of  thy  purification  is  as  good  fcnfe,  and 
"  more  likely  to  be  the  truth,  it  not  being 
*^  likely  that  a  covenant  or  mutual  confent 
^*  between  the  parties  only  made  them  huf- 
f  *  tand  and  wife,  but  highly  probable 
E  3  !*  that 
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diat  th^  teftified  tlveir  confent  at  a  pub« 
^'  lick  Sdcrijicer 

W  £  mvi&  imked  argae  upon  probably 
eFidenc^  when  we  haf^e  no  better, .  But  I 
cannot  perceive  there  is  a  probability  ta 
befiiend  Mr  Sn^e  on  this  Qccafian^  That 
motual  Cpnfent  oj^ly  ihould  make  a  Mar^ 
rfage  is  not  indeed  likdy*  The  Jews  ha4 
many  Rites  on  that  Occafion,  which  may 
be  feen  in  Authors  who  treat  on  that  Sub-r 
jed:,  particularly  in  Selden^s  Uxor  Hebraica, 
Bat  Sacrifice  is  no  where  mentioned,  that 
I  know  of,  as  a  nuptial  Rite,  nor  is  it; 
probable  that  it  fhonld,  unlefs  it  be  proba* 
ble  that  non^  were  married  in  all  the  land, 
but  fuch  as  came  to  the  Temi^e,  or  place 
where  the  legal  Sacrifices  were  made* 
Therefore  till  Mr  Bafe  can  bring  feme 
proof  that  Matrimony  was  ufually  cele- 
brated annong  the  yews  with  Sacrifice, 
Marriage  will  be  accounted  n^^l  a  Cove^. 
nant  without  a  facrifice  intervening,  both 
in  this  text  and  in  its  parallel,  Prov.  ii.  17, 
**  Which  forj^eth  the  guide  of  her  Youth y 
"  andforgetteth  {T\^rh\ii  FTO)  the  covenant 
"  of  her  God''  viz.  here  marriage  Cove-^ 
nant  of  which  God  was  Witnefs. 

Put 
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But  Mr  yi^ai  has  another  way  of  con- 
ftruing  this  place.  He  fays  it  is— *^  The 
«  Wife  of  tby  purifier.  The  context  dc- 
**  temrines  that  hy  rilPK  is  meant  the  fcr- 
«  vice  and  worflup  of  the  true  God,  which 
"  the  Jews  in  their  Youth,  /.  e.  when  they 
"  came  out  x)f  Egypt  embraced  j  but  at 
"  this  tinie  forfoak,*  and  revolted  to  Aat 
"  of  the  falfe,  and  therd)y  committed  fpi^ 
«  ritual  Adultery."  /.  51. 

I T  is  not  eafy  to  diftinguiflx  by  this  Ac- 
count who  was  the  Hufband  or  Spoufe  of 
the  Service  and  Worjhip  meant  by  fllPK.  It 
fliould  feem  to  be  ^^Jewift)  people  them-*- 
felvjes,  who  having  embraced  it  in  their 
Youth,  ©c.  did  afterwards  revolt  from  it» 
and  thereby  conimitted  foiritusd  Adultery. 
But  how  then  could  flie  be  called  the  Wife 
of  tbeir  Purijierf 
"The  Wife  (fays  Mr  Moody)  of  thy  Be- 
**  ritbt  fecreter  or  purifier^  is  fpoken,  if  I 
''  take  it  rightly  of  the  Church  5  and  Chrift 
"  the  real  purifier  was  her  Huiband.  So 
*^  the  words    will    jpxplain    dnemfelve^**' 

EXPLAIN  them/elves!    Into  what 

fenfe  or  meaning  ?    The  Church  then  in 

J)eing;,    were  the  Jews  themfdves,    the 

E  4  people 
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people  of  God.  And  God  is  called  tb^ 
Hujlumd  of  his  Churchj^  Ifa.  liv,  5.  Jer^ 
3pcxi,  32,  and  qlfewhcre  by  the  prophets. 
But  if  this  be  the  Allegory  ufed  ?^  by 
Malacbiy  in  the  text^  and  Chrift  be  repre*^ 
fented  as  the  Hulband  of  the  Church,  or 
the  Jewfy  what  is  meant  by  the  wife  of 
their  youth  ?  Or  what  are  we  to  under-i 
ftand  by  their  fompaniony  the  wife  gf  their 
purifer? 

The  perplexity  they  appear  to  be  in, 
that  they  may  avoid  the  obvious  fignifica^ 
tjon  of  Beritb  in  this  pafl&ge,  is  no  fmaU 
evidence  to  nie  that  Qyuenant  is  the  right 
tranflation  of  the  word :  and  not  purifier 
or  purif cation. 

^i^Axxviii.  18.  niO  n«  CDDnnn  "  j^(?«r 
^^  Ofoenant  withDeati^,{hz\\  be  difannuUed," 

Mr  Alfoab  reckons  this  text  araoqg  thof<? 
that  very  evidefjtfy  carry  in  theqi  the  Idea 
of  purifcation :  becaufe  it  was  the  cuftom 
to  fhed  the  blood  of  a  creature  upon  con-r 
firming  of  covenants.  So  that  he  looks  upr 
on  this  paff^ge  to  in^ply  a  real  facrijice  to, 
or  with  Death.     See/.  51, 

Mr  Bate,  p.  160,  fuppofes  "  a  reconr 
"  ciling  Sacrifice  either,  offered  to  Deaths 
j^  pr  a  God  tjiey  l\ippofpd..CQ\ild  avprt 

!'Peath;'^ 
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^^  Death.'*    The  brmgmg  Beritb  any  way 
under  the  notion  of  a  facrifice  contents 
thenj.    It  rouft  .be  a  purifcatim  by  Sacri-» 
jBce,  or  it  can  have  no  meaning. 

But  Mr  Moody  tells  us  (not  indeed 
what  is  meant  by  Beritb  here,  for  he  ttan- 
flates  it  not,  bttt)  that  "  this  text  will  be 
^*  explained  by  confidering  that  the  Jews 
*«  when  they  apoftatifed  from  Chrift  thf 
^*  true  Beritb  J  fet  up  tbe  nufterial  Ligbt  for 
f'  their  Beritb,''  &c.  A  ^3^- 

I F  he  means  by  Beritby  fecreter,  ot  pu^ 
rifier,  I  muft  leave  this  and  what  follows 
in  the  fame  page  to  thofe  who  can  under- 
hand, (which  I  do  not)  how  the  Jews 
fet  up  light  for  tbeir  Secreter  mtb  Death  ? 
Or  bow  the  material  light  tbeir  purifier 
ivas  difannulled  at  the  coming  of  Chrift  tbe 
'  Corner  Stone  ? 

The  Reader  who  confults  Lowtb  upon 
this  text,  and  ver.  15.  of  this  chapter,  will 
find  the  phrafe  more  rationally  and  fatif- 
fadlorjly  explained. 

I  Jfdngs  XX.  34»  "  Then  faid  jBai  to 
^*  Benbadady  I  will  fend  thee  away  with 
^*  this  Covenant*  So  he  made  a  covenant 
fj  WiJh  bijn  apd  f^nt  him  ^way/' 

I   HAD 
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!  HAB  afked  whether  it  would  caft  any 
light  on  this  Hiftory  to  render  f|**na,  wiiich 
oc€UFS  twice  in  Ais  text,  by  purifier  or  pu- 
rification ? 

Mr  MtHkly  replies  to  this  eva/he  ^ejlion^ 
as  he  calls  it,  by  fa3ring,  "  that  it  caJts  the 
•^  fame  light  upon  the  Hiftory  as  Cove-- 
**  nant!'  And  he  renders  TTl^OK  fDM  ♦iW 
I  will  admit  thee  into  Beritb;  terms  of 
purification.  On  which  he  hath  a  note^ 
fhewing  how  perfons  formerly  w^re  ad^ 
mitted  into^  and  made  parties  to  covenants^ 
p,  130.  But  then  the  fecond  time  Berith 
comes  in  this  text,  he  fays  it  was  cut  off-^ 
which  cannot  be  faid  of  ^erms  of  purificar 
tion ;  and  fo  Beritb  in  the  fanje  verfe  has 
two  different  fenfes,  which  will  not  call 
the  fame  light  on  the  Hiftory  that  cofoenant 
in  both  places  doth. 

Mr  JlbocA  puts  this  text  upon  the  fan^e 
footing  with  die  two  iaft,  vi^.  fupppfes  an 
aftual  Sacrifice  on  the  occafion.  gut  a> 
Beritb  when  ufed  of  Sacrifice  is  always 
according  to  hini  the  ViSiimy  the  typical 
Purifier y  How  did  jihab  fend  Benhadad  a- 
way  with  it  ? 

Mr  Batey  who  feems  to  have  been  aware 
©f  this  difficulty,  found  a  way  to  interpret 

the 
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th«  words  of  an  Admijim  to  a  puri^cadoii 
by  pafling  between  the  parts  of  the  Sacri- 
fice, inftead  oi  Difmiffim  with  it.  And 
Mr  Mo9dy  probably  took  this  new  JEnter^ 
pretation  of  ,1=!^  from  hijw,  though  fee 
app^^es  it  differently,  viz.  fo,  the  terms  of 
purification. 

"  In  the  Original  (fays  yivBate^  p.  i6o.) 
*'  TnSt^K  nnan  is,  I  will  admit  thee  or 
**  briffg  tfiee  into  a  purification*  TvW  is  to 
"  fend.  With  10,  it  is  tofendfrm.  With 
**  3,  it  is  to  fend  to.  And  to  bring  into^ 
^*  and  to  fend  intOy  are  proper,  becaufe  the 
*^  parties  in  a  Covenant  were  to  ent^"  be- 
^*  tween  the  parts  of  the  Sacrifice/* 

Thus  the  matter  feems  to  him  to  b^ 
cleared  upj  and  a  Sacrifice  afc«tained. 
Infomuch  that  he  ventures  to  fay  a  few 
lines  further,  that  //  is  equally  nonfenfe  fa 
fay  I  will  fend  thee  aw^y  with  this  purify 
eatim^  or  with  this  Covenant y  p.  i6i.  And 
gently  reproves  me  for  catching  at  inaccu- 
iracies  in  the  Tranflations. 

But  with  his  leave,  fr^  is  not  ufed, 
that  I  can  fin4,  in  the  fenfe  of  admitting; 
ffringif^  intOy  &c.  With  7K  it  is  to  fend 
|o.  With  a  it  is  to  fend  withy  as  our  Ver- 
6w»  ^%Wy  ^iv6§  it,  Thus  in  <?».  xxxi.  ?.j. 
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DntB'ai  nnOB^a  yhwa  that  I  might  fend" 
thee  away  mtb  mirth  and  wifb  fongs^ 
"0)331  *pn3  W///&  tabret  and  wi>j&  harp. 
Sec  alfo  the  verb  rhv  ufcd  with  oh^ 
peacey  as  in  Gen.xwu  29,  31. 

It  doth  not  appear  then  that  to  ifend 
Benbadad  away  nvitb  a  covenant  is  nonfenfc, 
but  a  phrafe  that  hath  its  parallel  in  Scrip- 
ture. Nor  doth  it  appear  from  this  text, 
that  covenants  were  made  with  Sacrifice, 
for  the  circumftances  of  this  Hiftory  make 
fuch  a  fuppdStion  highly  improbable. 

Jer.  xxxiii.  20. 

**  I F  ye  can  break  my  Covenant  (♦n»n3) 
«  pf  the  Day  and  my  covenant  ('n^-Q)  of 
« the  night,  Gfr." 

H  E  R  E  I  obferved  Berifb  feems  to  fig- 
nify  the  fame  with  pn  a  Statute,  an  efta- 
blifhed  appointment  or  ordinance. 

B  u  T  Mr  Bate  tells  me,  p.  142.  «  It 
*«  feems  fomewhat  unneceflary  for  me  to 
«  feek  for  any  other  fenfe  of  Berith  here 
«•  than  Covenant,  fince  God  might  as  well 
*'  make  a  covenant  with  the  day  and  night 
^*  in  behalf  of  man,  as  with  the  beafts  of 
«  the  Field,  Hof.ii.  18.  fpeaking  to  the 
"  Church,"  viz.  In  that  day  XSrh  TTO^ 
n»n3  Willi  make  a  Covenant  for  them  with 

the 
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the  beajls  of  the  fields   and  with  the  fowls  of 
Heaven  J  &c; 

But  making  a  Covenant  for  thefn  with 
the  beafts,  Gfr.  is  a  figure  expreffing  affu- 
rance  *  that  the  Beafts,  &c.  (hall  not  hurt 
them ;  as  was  obferved  above  on  the  text 
in  yob.  Thou  Jhalt  be  in  league  with  the 
Jiones  of  the  Jieldy  and  the  heafi  of  the  fields 
%y&)^\\y  Jhall  be  at  peace  with  thee \ ;  and 
may  alfo  be  obferved  in  Ezek.  xxxiv.  25. 
which  is  fpmething  more  expreffive  of  a 
Covenant  Xsh^  Tf^l  Dh'?  ♦mDI  /  will 
make  a  Covenant  of  peace  for  them^  and  will 
caufe  the  evil  beajls  to  ceafe  out  of  the  land^ 
and  they  pall  dwell  fafely  in  the  WiUemefSy 
and  fieep  in  the  woods.  (Arid  let  Mr  Bate 
try  what  fenfe  he  can  make  of  cutting  off 
a  purification  mtS^n  n*n  DJ^  with  the  beajls 
of  the  field  in  Hofea^  or  of  cutting  off  a 
purification  of  peace  as  the  phrafe  is  in 
Eizekiely  according  to  his  Conftrudion-) 
But  the  nni  of  the  Day  and  Night  in  thte 
text  under  confideration,  cannot  well  be  in- 
terpreted in  the  fame  way  5  and  therefore 
I  thought  there  was  reafon  to  look  out  for 

,  another 
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Edition, 
f  Sec  Chapfihw  on  this  jjafiagc.    Vol.  I.  p.  63,  {sff- 
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ftnothftr  conftruftion^  and  that  Another  fch(k 
offered  itielf  on  comparing  the  text  with 
Chap.  xxxi.  36.  which,  if  Mr  Bate  liked 
it  not,  he  fhould  have  difproved  or  amend* 
€d,  inflead  of  complaining  that  I  have 
thickened  the  Mift  which  I  had  fpread 
over  the  word  bcforft. 

However  that  this  toift  may  be  the 
more  effectually  difperfed,  and  the  fenfe 
of  the  word  in  this  text  cleared  up.  He 
refers  us  to  Mr  H.'s  Comment  upon  It,*  which 
I  muft  therefore  look  upon  as  Mr  Bate*^ 
own  conilru6tion. 

I T  is  found  in  7r/«.  of  the  Gent.  p.  383* 
*^  If  you  can  invalidate  the  purification 
**  which  was  by  you  exhibited,  and  1  ac- 
*«  ceptedi  when  I  promifed  or  griinted  the 
"  continuation  of  the  Days,  &c.  And 
"  that  there  fhould  not  be  day  and  night 
«  in  their  feafon,  then,"  &c.  This  is  all 
Mr  H.  fays,  and  it  is  given  by  way  of  ver- 
fion  (not  comment)  among  other  tetts. 

Mr  Moody  blames  me  for  not  taking  no- 
tice of  this  explanation  of  Mr  £t/c  "  ■  / 
could  not  hut  fee  it^  and  it  was  not  ingenu^ 
cm  to  feem  to  overlook  it,  p.  122.  He 
offers  likewife  at  an  expofition  of  Mr  H'% 
meaning,  ibid.    But  it  is  nothi^  fault  that 

he 
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he  hath  at  ati  cleared  up  the  matter  there- 
by.   Yet  to  make  amends  he  gives  another 
expofition  of  his  own. 

"  Thoogh  I  think  (fays  he)  this  parft- 
^^  phraftical  £xplanation  of  the  text  by 
**  Mr  H.  juft  and  conclufive,  yet  if  wc 
*'  give  t6  Berith  in  this  place  its  prhnary 
"  fenffe  oifeeretimy  k  will  cut  ^ffallcaviis^ 
«  and  the  text  Will  read, 

"If  you  can  break  tnyfecretion  of  the 
**  t)ay  and  my  fecretion  of  the  Night,  or 
"  Vtiyje&eter  the  Day,  and  my  fecreter  the 
"  Night,  that  there  fliould  not  be  day  and 

**  night  in  their  feafons,  &c. ^For  what 

"  is  Day  and  Night  but  a  fecretion  oxfecre^ 
^  t^r  from  darknefs  into  light,  and  froni 
-"  light  into  darknefs?"  p,  122. 

This  Account  ftUs  eff  all  cavils^  fays 
Mr  Moody.  Yet  Mr  Aboab  is  not  in  his 
fentiment. 

"The  words  (fays  he)  I  think  are  to 
**  be  underftood  for  the  irradiation  of  the 
"  Suny  ahd  the  irradiation  of  the  Mom^  do- 
"  ing  in  the  natural  world  what  the  Divine 
"  Irradiator  and  Purifier  does  in  the  Spiri- 
"  tual.  They  are  Purifiers  and  Cleanfers : 
"  The  firft  clears  the  Day  from  Clouds, 

"  and 
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«  tod  the  other  the  night  froth  gtofs  dirk* 
•*  nefs  and  ftagnated  Air/*  p,  48. 

The  Reader  has  now  before  him  all 
the  Afliftance  that  thefe  Gentlemen  can 
give  him  towards  underftanding  this  text* 
And  he  may  poffibly  judge  that  notwith* 
(landing  the  Purification  propofed  by  o?ie^ 
^Secretion  or  Secreter  by  another,  and  irrd'^ 
diation  by  a  third,  the  word  is  left  at  length 
under  a  thicker  mijl  than  I  everfpread  upon 

Deut.  iv.  12,  "  Ttbe  Lord  declared  untb 
"  you  (inna  rwa)  his  Covenant  which  he  com^ 
"  mandedyouto  perform^  even  ten  Command-^ 
"  menU^'  &c. 

I  PRODUCED  this  text,  p.  102,  to  (hew 
that  Beritb  is  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  a  Cont-^ 
mandment,  Praceptum. 

And  one  would  imagine  that  what  the 
Scripture  lays  God  fpake^  declared,  com^ 
tnanded  to  be  performed,  and  wrote  on 
Tables,  might  pafs  for  a  Commandment.    - 

No;  "7b  declare  Berith  (fays  Mr  Bate) 
"  is  no  more  nor  lefs  than  declaring  the 
"  terms  or  conditions  of  it,*'  /•  I44.  And 
becaufe  I  faid  it  was  ufed  here  in  the  fcnffe 
of  commandmenty  he  can  allow— —-that; 
*^  Berith  may  fignify  either  purification  or 
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'^  COVEN ANr  for  any   thing  the 
"  phrafe  declaring  his  Beritb  can  deter-' 
**  mine  about  it." 

But  if  Beritb  figtiifies  the  terms  or  con^ 
ditions  (whether  of  purification  or  covenant) 
and  thofe  terms  are  the  things  (*»IPK  H^'ia . 
mif )  which  He  commanded  to  be  perform- 
ed, Is  not  herith  in  this  fenfe  and  uiage  of 
it  a  Commandment  ? 

The  text  explains  it  further  by  tTWy 
tsnnn  even  ten  words. ;  Our  Verfion  has 
it,  I'en  Commandments^  An  Exprejjion  which 
Mr  Bate  avoids,  though  he  owns  that  *'  the 
"  Decalogue  may  properly  be  called  the 
"  words  of  the  Beritb  or  Purification  on 
**  God's  part." 

Mr  Moody  fpeaking  of  this  text  fays  the 
"  Decalogue  was  to  fecretCj  fo  keep  the 
**Jews  pure  from  the  abominations  and 
"  pollutions  of  the  Heathen,  fo  it  is  very 
"  properly  ftiled  Beritb  in  thSs  text."  p. 

124. viz.  as  a  fecretery  not  as  a  Law. 

By  what  thefe  Gentlemen  fuggeft,  though 
from  different  reafons,  it  is  very  impro- 
per for  us  to  term  the  Decalogue  the  ten 
Commandments.  Though  to  do  Mr  Aboab 
juftice,  he  is  not  afraid  to  ufe  that  phrafe 
on   this  occafion,  but  tells  us  that   **  the 

Part  11.  F  ''  "Ten 
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**  Tien  Commandments  were,  and  are   the 
**  terpis  of   Purification    and  Salvation." 
p.  48. 

But  "  tlie  Decalogue  or  Words  of  £^- 
"  rith  do  not  (fays  Mr  Batey  p.  145,)  at 
"  all  afFcft  the  fcnfe  of  Beritb  as  applied 
"  to  the  typical  blood,  or  as  applied  to 
«  Chrift  the  Real  purification. --^--^So  that 
«  the  words  of  the  purijication  may,  jvithout 
"  any  great  violence  or  ftraining  the  mat- 
**  ter,  be  underftood  oi  xhoit  words^  termSy 
"  or  conditions  they  (the  people)  fubmit- 
*'  ted  to  when  the  Beritb  was  cut  off/' 

But  Beritb  is  neither  applied  here  to  a 
vi<aim  cut  off,  nor  to  the  typical  blood, 
nor  to  Chrift  the  real  Purification,  but  to 
words  or  termsy  which  the  Lord  commanded 
to  be  performed.  And  therefore  it  is  do^ 
ing  violence  to  the  text,  and  firaining  the 
mattery  to  interpret  it  of  any  thing  befides 
tbofe  words  to  which  it  is  here  fo  plamly 
applied. 

It  was  from  tbofe  words  wrote  on  Stone 
that  the  Two  Tables  vra*e  ftiled  n*n!l  mPrS. 
It  was  not  becaufe  they  ctmtained  a  record 
of  a  Sacrifice,  but  becaufe  they  contained 
the  written  Commandments.  So  from  thofe 
Tables  being  depofitcd  in  the  Ark,— The 

Ark 
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Ark  was  alfo  ftilcd  tV^2  ptf.  It  was  nofc 
becaufe  it  contained  any  viftim>  or  typical 
Bfood,  &c.  but  becaufe  it  contained  the 
Tables  on  which  God  had  written  the  words 
that  be  fpake.  And  confequently,  (for,  I 
think,  the  conclufion  is  right,)  Beritb 
means  neither  more  nor  lefs  in  Ais  text, 
than  God's  PTord  or  Commandment. 

What  Mr  Bate  fays  further  in  ^,  145. 
—that  they  were  "  called  the  two  Tables 
'*  of  Beritb  meaning  the  words  of  Beritb^ 
"  but  that  ftill  Beritb  is  not  the  words  that 
"  it  was  cut  off  upon,"  is  a  diftinftion  too 
fubtle  for  me  to  penetrate  into.  Neither 
can  I  rightly  comprehend  what  follows 
immediately  after.  "  Berith  is  here,  (fays 
"he)  what  the  LXX  tranflate  it  A»«9fixji: 

the  Infiitution  of  God,  and  that  inftitu- 

tion  was  purification^  By  which  he 
feems  intirely  to  quit  what  he  had  been 
advancing  above,  and  to  come  at  once  to 
his  point,  ^oix.  purification^  by  a  new  and 
Ihorter  method  of  induction. 

I  SHALL  likewife  pafs  over  an  extraordi- 
nary Argument  or  two  that  Mr  Moody 
makes  ufe  of,  to  fwrove  that  Beritb  and 
Cbrifi  are  Cities  of  one  and  the  fame  per- 
son. "  The  Raipbow  was  the  T^oken  of 
F  z  "  Berith, 
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*'  Bfritb.  {Gen.  ix.  12,  13.)     And  it  was 

*'  alfo  the  Toketiy  or  Emblem,  of  Chriji. 
"  Ezek.  i.  Rev.  iv.  Now  as  by  the  Axiom, 
"  ^^r  £(mveniunt  uni  tertio  conveniunt  inter 
*'Je^  Therefore  Beritb  and  Chriji  are  //Vi^x 
**  of  one  and  the  fame  Perfon."  p.  172. 

Not  unlilce  to  this  is  his  Argument 
that  Jehovah  is  called  Berith  in  Scripture^ 
viz.  that  in  "  Jojhua  vi.  6  12.  the 
"  Ark  is  ftiled  indifferently  the  Ark  of  jB^- 
"  ritb  and  the  Ark  of  Jebovahy'  p.  125. 
And  when  both  words  come  together  af- 
ter Ark  as  nin»  nni  pnK  iVi^w.  x.  33.  e? 

al.  he  thinks  they  may  be  rendered  The 
^rk  of  the  purifier  Jehovah.  *  But  as  he 
only  juft  mentions  this,  and  fubmits  it  to 
the  reader,  I  (hall  do  the  fame. 

I  SHALL  alfo  leave  to  the  Reader's 
Judgment  an  inference  fuggefted  by  Mr 
Moody  from  Lev.  xxvi.  25.  "  He  will 
"  bring  a  fword  upon  them  that  fhall 

"  avenge 

^  Mr  Bait  faggcfts  the  fame  interpretation,  but  with 
this  diiFerence,  that  he  pats  Berith  laft,  and  fays  the  Ark 
was  fo  called  '*  becaafe  Jgbovab  tkg  Beriih  was  himfelf 
**  exhibited  in  perfon  apon  it.**  /*  14$*  But  where  doth 
he  find  the  words  fo  placed  in  Scripture  as  a  title  of  God  I 
And  how  ihall  we  know,  if  fnch  liberties  may  be  taken 
when  Jehovah  and  Berith  are  pot  in  Appofition,  and  when 
Jehovah  is  governed  by  Berith^ 
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**  avenge  the  quarrel  of  Beritb'*    Which 
looks  (fays  our  Author,  p.  i25,)  as  if  Be-^ 
,ritb  was  a  perfouy   and  to  be  taken  per- 
fondly  in  this  place. 

All  the  texts  which  I  had  cited  for  the 
fenfe  of  this  Word,  and  were  objected 
againft  under  my  conftrudlion,  have  been 
re-examined,  except  a  few  which  will  fall 
more  properly  under  enquiry  in  the  Sec- 
tion concerning  the  itti£^  and  ufage  of 
Carath. 


SECT. 
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s  E  c;  T.    Xll. 


AIAOHKH  being  th^  common  term 
for  either  Code  of  Scripture,  Old 
or  New>  fbould  carry  a  fcnfc,  one  would 
think,  in  which  all  parties  might  agree. 
Yet  thefe  Gentlemen  do  not  only  differ 
from  the  reft  of  mankind,  but  from  each 
other  alfo,  when  they  come  to  deliver  their 
fenfe  of  it. 

"  I T  is  (fays  Mr  Bate)  the  injiitution  of 
**  God,  and  that  injiitution  was  purifica- 
"  tion.  p.  145.  For  though  the  Greek 
"  word  doth  not  ^^xi£^  purification^  yet  it 
"  leads  us  to  that  Idea  almoft  whether  we 
"will  or  no."  p.  180. 

«  SECRE'tlONy  and  not  Covenant^ 
*'  (fays  Mr  Moody)  is  the  principal,  and 
"  ruling  Idea.  p.  151.  Aiafcixu,  in  part, 
**  retains  the  Idea  of  Secretionj  of.  which  a 
**  proper  difpofition  is  one  of  the  Effeds." 
p.  X07. 

ir 
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IT  is  a  DifpofitioTiy  (according  to  the 
learned  Author  of  the  Chri/iian  Plan)  of  di-^ 
vided  pieces  in  two  feparate  parts*  His 
words  are  {p.  66.)  *'  As  the  BerithvfZB 
^'  thus  divided,  Aofljucn  was  fucely  a  very 
*^  expreffive  word  to  give  the  ideal  mean- 
^^  ing  of  this  tranfaftion,  the  Verb  figtai- 
"  fying  to  place  the  pieces  fo  divided  itt 
*'  two  fepa.rate  parts." 

.The  peculiarity  of  the  Sentiment,  as 
well  as  die  Eminence  of  the  Author^ 
obliges  me  to  give  the  firft  attention  to  his 
Remark. 

W  E  might  have  had  more  Obferva- 
tions  from  him  upon  Beritb^  had  not,  (as 
he  acquaints  us,  p.  64.)  V  Perfons  of  the 
"  greatcft  Abilities,  axid  mafters  of  this 
**  kind  of  learning,  fettled  the  meaning  of 
*^  this  word,  as  it  ftands  iingle  or  in  fyn- 
^^  tax,  to  the  latisfadion  (as  he  fuppofes)  of 
"  all  believers,  who  attend  to  what  Wri- 
^'  ters  on  ead;i  fide  have  to  fay,  and  hear 
"  the  whole  evidence  before  they  give 
"judgraient.  But  as  there  is  room,  (he 
*'  feys)  fiar  inferring  an  additional  fupport, 
"  which  by  conneding  may  contribute  to 
y  ftrengthen  the  frame  of  the  Fabric  al- 
F  4  "  ready 
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ready  raifed  by  eminent  hands."  He  is 
pleafed  to  throw  it  in. 

"The  LXX  tranflate  Beritb  by  iioAfm. 
"  Now  in  order  to  juftify  the  LXX 

"  in  this  pointy  it  is  neceffary  to  remind 
"  the  reader^ 

"  First,  that  Beritb  fignified  the  typi- 
^f  cal  Sacrifice  that  was  offered  in  what  is 
."  commonly  called  making  a  Covenant. 

"  Secondly,  that  in  thefe  Sacrifices 
"  the  Vi<9im  was  divided  into  two  equal 
"  parts,  between  which  the  contraddng 
^*  parties  paflcd."  p.  65. 

I N  a  note,  upon  thefe  words,  As  the 
Berith  was  thus  divided--^— He  cites  Ave^ 
narius^  who,  as  he  thinks,  fufficiently 
warrants  what  he  here  fuggefts. 

"  nna  F^dusy  PaBum.  Habet  affini- 
^'  tatem  cum  1J13  dzvifit  per  "medium ;  di- 
**  membravit.  Nam  foedera  olim  fiebant 
"  ceremoniis  feriendi."  &c. 

"  Via  cultro  vel  fecuri  divi^t  animalia 
"  in duaspartesy*  6cc. 

On  which  our  Author  further  fays. 
*'  It  is  obfervable  that  both  thefe  words 
"  confift  of  the  fame  textual  letters,  there 
"  being  only  an  eafy  trahfpofition  of  the 
^  two  radicals  Rejb.  and  Tau  m  the  latter. 

"The 
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«  The  Jod  is  adventitious,  and  no  part  of 
"  the  Radixy  but  may  perhaps  here  give 
«  it  the  fenfe  of  a  Verb  in  Hiphiir    Note 
in  p,  66. 

I  HAD  mentioned  this  derivation  of  Be^ 
ritb  by  a  tranfpofition  of  letters  in  a  note 
at  p.  94,  of  the  Dijfertations  from  Corn, 
de  Lapide.  But  I  fpoke  little  of  it  there 
as  feeming  arbitrary  and  improbable. 
However,  on  this  occaiion,  I'^ali  give 
xny  reafons  why  I  think  it  fo. 

First,  a  wide  field  for  uncertainties 
will  be  opened  by  allowing  fuch  liberties 
to  be  taken,  and  accounting  words  a-kin 
in  fignification,  becaufe  they  have  the  fame 
letters  in  a  different  order.  This  Author 
himfelf  would,  I  prefume,  fcarce  allow 
Mr  H.\  Account  of  yro  to  be  fet  afide, 
by  alledging  that  fome  Men  of  learning 
have  thought  it  came  per  f*i7«fcd"if  from 
I13T  currus :  Although  one  Ihould  endea«- 
vour  to  ftrcngthen  their  Obfervation  from 
n331D  the  chariot  of  the  Cherubim  in  Scrip- 
ture, and  «Vafi«r  in  Jofepbus. 

2.  I!f  there  be  any  affinity  of  words 
confiiling  of  the  fame  letters,  it  is  onfy 
tben^  when  they  conlift  of  the  fame  radi^ 
cal  letter^    And  therefore  ia  the  prefent, 

cafe 
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cafe  this  Affinity  can  only  be  allowed  up- 
on a  fut)pofition  that  n**11  comes  from 
SV\X  whofc  radical  letters  are  the  fame 
with  thofe  in  ^j5)l,  but  of  which  the  fig- 
nification  is  unknown.  ^  But  if  nni  be  a 
derivative  from  "13  or  y}2i  (as  this  learned 
Author  himfelf  contends,  ^.8.)  then  the 
J1  is  ferviley  and  as  much  adventitious  as 
the  Jotiy  being  no  part  of  the  Radix :  For 
JV  is  no  more  than  a  feminine  termination. 
So  that  here  is  not  a  tranfpofition  of  the 
two  Radicals  Re/b  and  Tau,  but  only  of 
the  textual  letters,  whereof  one  is  a  fervile 
in  the  Noun,  though  it  be  a  radical  in  the 
Verb  from  whence  the  eajy  tranfpofition  is 
fuppofed. 

But  3dly,  If  our  Author  intended  in 
this  remark  to  quit  the  derivation  o£  Be-- 
ritb  from  "^2,  ornSa,  and  mtake  it  a  deriva- 
tive per  /»a«8«rw  from  "ifQ  divifity  it  mufl: 
take  its  fignification  from  thence,  and  will 
not  in  its  grammatical  propriety  convey  the 
leaft  Idea  ofpurifyingy  but  only  of  cutting 
in  two.  So  that  what  he  quotes  from  Ave*^ 
narius  disagrees  with  what  is  faid  by  thofe 
nvbo  have  fettled  this  matter  (as  he  fup«- 
jX)ie$)  to  fatisfaSHon.  And  inftead  of  in^ 
ferUf^  an  additional  fapport  to- fkengiben 

the 
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the  frame  of  the  Fabric  already,  raifed^  he 
hath  tbrmvn  in  an  Obfervation  that  really 
weakens  it. 

B  u  T  he  apprehends  from  this  Idea  of 
Beritb  we  may  more  plainly  perceive  the 
propriety  of  its  verfion  in  the  Greek. 

"As  the  Beritb  was  thus  divided^ 
«<  JiaOtjxn  was  furely  a  very  cxpreffive  word 
"  to  give  the  ideal  meaning  c^  this  tran* 
"  fadtionj^  the  verb  figniiying  to  place  the 
"  pieces  fo  divided  in  two  feparate  parts'^ 

B  u  T,  I  believe,  with  fubmifSon,  that 
JiariOi^i  and  Aar*9f/A«i  do  ncver  fignify  the 
the  placing  pieces  that  are  divided  in  two 
feparate  parts.  (This  fhould  be  the  fenfe 
rather  of  ai!I»TiftiifA»  contra^  feu  ex  diverfo  p^ 
nere.)  Nor  doth  the  Noun  i\oJiim  ever  ex- 
prefs  fuch  meaning,  nor  even  J*«9«<r*j  tho* 
it  be  ufed  in  general  for  X>sfpoJkio^ 

And  therefor^  when  he  further  fays 
at  the'clofe  of  this  paragraph,  that — "in* 
**  ftead  of  cutting  bff  a  purifier^  x  t.  Slajf^ 
"  ing  a  Vidim^  we  might. call  ix.cutiin^  in 
"  two  a  Sacrifice^  from  which  true  visr^ 
"  in  Englijh  the  propriety  of  that  in  the 
"  LXX  dearly  appears"—-—!  muft  b^  hi^ 
leave  to  differ  from  hi.ra«  For  although  It 
were  the  true  %erfion  in  Engli/h^  (wh*ch  I 
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fhall  prove  it  is  not  when  I  come  to  con- 
fider  Caratb  Berith  in  Syntax)  ftill  it  would 
not  fhcw  the  propriety  of  the  LXX  ver- 
fion,  becaufe  i^^rAtmi  Six^nKfiv  never  expret- 
feth  the  fenfe  of  iix^ofAciv  evfAocy  the  cutting 
a  ViSiim  in  two. 

And  thus  much,  by  way  of  Remark 
on  this  learned  Writer's  incidental  Obferva- 
lion  upon  ^*a6wu  in  a  treatife  on  another 
Subje6t.  "And  as  he  feems  to  ftand  fingle 
in  this  New  interpretation  of  the  Greek 
phrafe,  I  prefume  he  will  not,  on  fecond 
thoughts,  lay  any  ftrefs  upon  it. 

Mr  Moody  proceeds  in  a  diflFerent  way. 
1  had  obferved,  (Diflertations,  p*  i27*)  that 
the  LXX  render  Carathy  when  accom- 
panied with  Berithy  conftantly  (except  per- 
haps a  place  or  two)  by  fi(zri9tfA»i.  And  I 
afked,  if  their  verfion  when  fupported  by 
all  other  veriions,  be  of  any  authority  for 
the  fenfe  of  words.  Why  it  miift  be  wholly 
flighted  here? 

He  replies/.  174.  ^^  All  the  veriions 
"  copy  the  LXX.  So  that  in  reality  they 
"  are  but  one.''  They  agree  with  the 
LXX  in  moft  places,  if  that  can  be  Called 
copying.  But  if  he  means  that  the  other 
Verfions  have  taken  the  fenfe  of  the  i5&- 
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irew  wholly  from  the  LXX  vcrfion,  or 
have  followed  it  implicitly,  he  is  milled  by 
fomebody  in  this  notion,  for  the  Syriac 
doth  not,  in  this  fenfe,  copy  the  LXX, 
nor  the  CbaJdee^  nor  the  Samaritan  of  the 
'Pentateuch. 

His  next  Obfervation  is,  that  if  A«t*- 
fojxa*  be  the  proper  fenfe  of  Carath^  thea 
it  and  Beritb  are  fynonymous  Words,  be-» 
caufe  they  render  Berith  by  i^oAym^  a  noun 
from  the  verb  5iO(.rAi^i.  And  2  Chron.  viz, 
18.  And  Haggaiix.  6.  Our  tranflators 
have  rendered  Caratb  covenanting,  ibid. 

But  what  will  he  infer  from  thence? 
If  Carathy  when  fingle,  hath  the  fenfe  of 
covenanting  in  thofe  texts  he  mentions  (as 
I  fhall  hereafter  fhew  it  hath)  why  fhould 
it  drop  that  ienfe  in  fyntax  with  a  fynony- 
mous Noim  ?  If  an  Hebrew  verb  may  not 
be  fynonymous  with  the  noun  it  governs, 
what  will  be  faid  of  D^Hi?  init,  nSv  iSv* 
Exod.  xxiv.  5.  Dpi  napi,  Lev.  xxvi,  25. 
and  Ezek.  xxv,  1 2.  and  nVDty^  nO*n£)  flDTfiD 
yOB^,  Deut.  xiv.  6.  and  the  like  in  other 
texts?  And  AariSti^ai  iiofHym^  in  the  LXX 
New  Teftament  (and.  even  in  Arific^nes) 
13  a  phrafe  of  the  fame  fort  in  Greek, 

But 
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B  u  T  if  Mr  Moody*^  meaning  in  this 
Obiervation  be,  that  Beritb  not  coming 
from  Caratb,  as  Aafcutu  doth  from  fixrih^Mt^ 
cannot  properly  fignify  what  *»«feixii  doth, 
if  ii»rAti0A%  be  the  proper  fenfc  of  Carath 
(for  different  words  in  Hebrew  muft  have 
different  fenfes,  in  confequencc  of  its  being 
an  ideal  language)  I  fay,  if  this  is  the  pur- 
port of  his  remark,  he  proceeded  upon  a 
wrong  fuppofition.  For  the  Greek  verb 
iharAifMi  is  not  given  as  the  proper  or  radi- 
cal fenfe  of  Carath^  but  is  \ifed  to  exprefs 
a  Senfe  that  Carath  always  bears  when 
joined  with  Beritb^  and  fometimes  bears 
when  fingle.  And  fo  far  as  his  Remark 
is  founded  on  the  fuppofed  properties  of  an 
Ideal  Language,  an  Anfwer  will  be  pro- 
vided for  it  below,  when  the  radical  or 
primary  fenfes  of  Hebrew  words  come  to 
be  confidered. 

In  the  mean  time  Mr  Moo^  owns  the 
noun  "  Beritb  may  be  rendered  ^»«Oiixn, 
^*  without  domg  any  violence  to  the  pri- 
"  mafy  Idea  of  the  word.  Becaufe  a  dtf- 
*'  pofitioHy  which  is  the  literal  fenfe  of  the 
•'*  word  {viz.  itotinfcn )  by  what  means  fo- 
*'  ever  it  is  ^  made  retains  in  part  the  Idea 
"  of  Secretion  (viz.  the  primary  Idea  of 
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"  nna)  F*  to  dij^fe  is  ta  fecrete^iHom 
'^  or  things  to  certain  fervices  or  condition^ 
"  cxclufive  of  others/'  /.  149.    And  to 
the  fame  cfFedt,  p,  107,  and  i^u 

I T  is  indeed  doing  no  further  violence  to 
the  primary  Idea  of  the  noord  to  render  it  by 
JiaOwu,  than  if  we  were  to  render  it  by 
sniktkti  or  adeps  (if  I  may  take  an  illuftrap- 
tion  from  Mr  Aboab^  p.  49.)  becaufe  Fat^ 
which  is  the  literal  fenfe  of  tbofe  words  by 
what  means  foever  it  is  madcy  retains  in  part 
the  Idea  of  Secretion :  It  is,  fays  Mr  Aboab^ 
"  a  purifaiftion  of  matter  fecreted  through 
"  particular  tubes,"  ibid.  And  to  fattea  i§ 
to  fe Crete  things  to  certain  fervices  and  cm^ 
ditions  exclufve  of  others.  And  there  arq 
feveral  other  nouns,  retaining  in  part  the 
Idea  of  fecretion^  which,  according  to  thi$ 
Account,  will  be  as  good  verfions  of  nn^ 
as  iioAum  is*  Nor  do  I  fee  what  pretencq 
Mr  Moody  can  have,  from  this  fort  of  rea-^ 
foning,  to  prefer  the  fenfe  of  Difpoftion  td^ 
that  of  Covenofity  which  AaA^ku  aifo  figni- 
fies,  and  which  by  his  own  confeflion  re- 
tains in  part  the  Mea  of  Secretion^  being, 
as  he  fays,  a  fect-eting  if^rumenty  ^xjibethen 
it  be  reUgimn  or  civil ^  and  Undtt  to  certain 
emditions^  exch^vt  of  others^  p.  IJ24. 

Mr 


Mr  Bate  excepts  againft  daoAtwn  as  a  ver- 
ficMi  of  Beritb^  on  more  Accounts  than 
one.  • 

"The  quarrel,  (fays  he)  fo  warmly 
**  carried  on  againft  us,  for  not  fubmitting 
•*  to  conftru  Beritb  by  Ai«t9wij,  I  charge 
••?^th  a  threefold  Error, 

*'  In  the  firft  place  for  making  it  necef- 
<*  fary  that  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  names 
«*  for  the  fame  types,  perfons,  or  things, 
*'  fhould  have  the  fame  radical  Ideas," 

But  who  makes  this  neceflary,  unlefs 
it  be  himfelf  and  Mr  Moody  ?  who  will  al- 
low of  no  Greek  tranflation  of  the  He- 
brew Beritb,  but  what  carries  the  radical 
Idea  of  the  word  (according  to  their  fe- 
veral  fuppofitions),  viz.  either  purification 
or  fecretion :  And  who  admits  of  A«9»ixn 
Upon  no  other  footing  than  as  it  is  (accord- 
mg  to  one  of  them)  jin  inJUtution,  which 
is  purification,  or  (according  to  the  other) 
A  Difpfitimy  retaining  the  Idea  of  Se-^ 
cretion. 

They  who  underftand  both  fina  and 
AiaOwfl  of  Covenant,  according  to  the  known 
ufage  of  the  words,  do  not  run  back  to 
the  radical  Ideas  of  eil;her  of  them  (which 

are 
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are  dlifercnt)  as  ncceflary  to  be  known  for 
afcertaining  the  meaning  of  them,  but  at- 
tend to,  and  abide  by  the  ufe  and  import 
of  the  words  themfelves  in  the  Sacred 
Writings.  So  they  are  furely  free  front 
this  firft  error  charged. 

«  SECONDLr,  In  fuppofing  it  ne- 
"  ceffary  that  the  Hebrew  (hould  bend  to 
«  the  Greek  "  /^/V. 

But  who  fuppofes  this  ?  The  fenfe  of 
the  Hebrew  in  the  Old  Teftament  will 
fometimes  be  cleared  up  by  the  Greek  in 
the  New.  And  fometimes  the  Greek  in 
the  New  Teftament  will  be  illuftrated  by 
the  Hebrew  in  the  Old.  And  it  is  moft 
fit  they  fhould  be  expounded  by  each 
other  in  all  places  where  they  refer  to  each 
other,  and  where  the  language  of  the  one 
may  be  fubfervient  to  the  better  under-* 
ftanding  the  language  of  the  other.  But 
as  for  lending  the  Hebrew  to  the  Greeks  I 
know  of  none  that  have  fuppofed  it  necef^ 
fary^  or  have  even  thought  it  eicpedient* 
If  any  occalion  has  been  given  for  com-« 
plaints  of  this' nature,  it  will  be  found  to 
have  been  given  from  another  quarter,  "viz. 
by  thofe  who  would  make  the  Greek  of. 
the  New  Teftament  bend  to  the  Hebrew  ofc 
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the  Old :  Nay,  who  infift  upon  what  Is 
much  harder  to  be  complied  with,— ~ 
that  we^fhall  interpret  the  Greek  words  in 
the  New  Teftament,  as  they  think  Jit  to  in- 
terpret the  correfponding  Hebrew  words  in 
'  the  Old.  So  that  on  fome  occafions  they 
will  not  allow  us  to  fay  that  kyyik^  fig- 
cifies  An  Angel  or  Mejfenger^  that  cTrla  fig- 
nifie's  feven^  that  -BTiTrlw  and  isrf  oo-xuv^w  Jigntfy 
to  fall  down  and  to  worfiip^  but  we  muft 
take  fiich  meanings  of  thojfe  Greek  words 
in  thofe  particular  places,  as  they  give  us 
from  the  Hebrew.  I  could  name  other 
infi:ances  of  this  kind,  but  I  forbear  it 
here,  having  mentioned  thefc,  occafionally, 
only  to  (hew  Mr  Bate  where  the  charge  of 
thisfecond  Error  is  moft  likely  to  fall,  viz. 
by  a  tranfpofition  of  the  terms^  on  thofc, 
who  niake  the  Greek  bend  to  the  Hebrew. 
'  A  s  to  the  word  JiaOwn,  which  hath 
given  rife  to  his  Obfervation,  it  is  fo  well 
adapted  in  fignification  to  the  fenfes  of 
nnn  in  the  Old  Tefl:ament,  that  there  is 
hardly  any  word  lefs  exceptionable,  or  lefs 
capable  of  fupporting  his  complaint,  or 
juftifying  his  quarrel  with  us  for  making 
the  Hebrew  bend  to  the  Greek.  For  it  is  a 
word  that  takes  in  (as  Grotius  obferves  in 

his 


[hi 

his  Preleg.  on  St  Matthew)  the  feveral  fenfes 
of  jnn3  in  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,  viz* 
Covenant y  Commandment ^  Ordinance:  And 
only  excludes  the  fenfes  of  fl^'lia,  viz. 
Soapy  and  Mr  H.'s  purifier  and  purifi^ 
nation. 

''THIRDLr,  In  conftruing  Ai^ifiiiHii 
«*  by  Covenant,  and  fo  lofe  that^^;?/^  of  the 
"  word,  which  feems  to  me  to  reconcile 
"  the  difference  of  the  two  words  in  a 
"  moment  3  for  *  though  the  Greek  word 
"  doth  not  fignify  purification^  yet  it  leads 
"  us  to  that  Idea  almoft  whether  we  will 
"  or  no."   ibid.  » 

Would  Mr  Bate  have  us  conftruc 
iioAmyi  (as  he  doth)  by  a  word  which,  he 
fays,  //  doth  not  fignify  ?  Or  would  he  have 
us  conftrue  it  hy'in/litutiony  which  it  doth 
fometimes  fignify,  that  we  may  be  there- 
by led  by  Ideas  to  znotherfenfe  in  which 
it  is  never  taken  ?  Neither  the  Greek  nor 
Englijh  languages  are  Ideal.  Neither  Aa* 
fltixt)  nor  injiitution  in  their  grammatical 
propriety  lead  us  to  the  Idea  oi  purifica^ 
tionj  much  lefs  do  they  lead  us  to  it  almo/l 
whether  we  will  or  no.  Mr  Bate  fays  in- 
deed that  A»a9»ix»i  is  the  infiitution  of  God, 
and  that  infiitution  ^as  purification^  p>  145* 
G  2  But 
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But  if  what  he  faid/.  158.  be  true,  vtsi. 
that  Covenant  was  purification  with  the 
Ancients^  then  I  apprehend  that  the  Greek 
AaOtjxn  in  its  fenfe  oi  Covenant y  and  the  En- 
glifli  word  Covenant^  as  its  verfion,  lead  us 
more  diredlly  to  the  Idea  oi  purification^ 
than  JjaOTjxf),  conftrued  in  Mr  Bate'^  way, 
doth.  And  therefore  he  cannot  juftly 
complain  that  "  in  conftruing  Su3Am%  by  Gt- 
"  venant  we  lofe  that  fenfe  of  the  Word 
'^  which  feems  to  him  to  reconcile  the  dif- 
"  ference  of  the  two  words  in  a  moment." 

But  after  all,  whether  Mr  Bate  will 
fuhmit  to  eonftrue  Berith  by  Aafinxn,  or  not^ 
or  to  eonftrue  S^oAnm  by  covenant^  there  is 
fuch  evidence  in  the  New  Teftamcnt  of 
^ia6>jxii  fignifying  covenant^  and  exprefling 
under  that  fenfe  the  true  meaning  of  nna 
in  the  X31d  Teftament,  as  I  believe  moft 
people  who  attend  to  it  will  fubmit  to. 

The  Apoftles  not  only  ufe  the  LXX 
verfion  of  fi»l3  by  A»«fl?ix»i  in  their  quota- 
tions, but  they  make  it  alfo  their  own  word 
in  their  Arguments  from,  and  in  their  Al- 
lufions  to,  the  fini  of  the  Hebrews. 

T  o  give  fome  inHances  of  each. 

St  Paul  quotes  Jer.  xxxi.  33.  in  Heb. 
.viii,  10.  and  again  in  Heb.  x,  16. 

"  This 
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"This  is  the  Covenant  {i^oAvm)  that  I 
**  will  make  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  af- 
'^  ter  thofe  days,  I  will  put  my  laws ,  into 
"  their  mind,  and  write  them  in  their 
^  hearts ;  and  I  will  be  their  God,  and 
*^  they  (hall  be  my  people."  S?f . 

The  words  at  the  beginning  of  this 
quotation,  run  in  the  Hebrew  nn^H  flKT 
rrO^  ^B^^C  which  by  the  conftrudion  of 
Mr  Aboab  will  fignify.  This  is  the  purifier 
or  viBim  which  I  will  cut  off,  &c.  Ac^ 
cording  to  Mr  Moody y  This  is  the  Becreter  : 
According  to  Mr  Bate  this  is  the  Purifica-^ 
tion.  But  can  the  words  following  be 
made  tq  agree  with  thefe  Conftruftions  ? 
-jThis  is  the  purifier  or  fecreter  which 
I  will  cut  off  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifraelj  I 
will  put  my  laws  into  their  mind,  &c.  Do 
thefe  expreffions  correfpond  ? 

It  might  indeed  be  iaid.  This  is  the 
Injiitution^  or  this  is  the  Purijicationy  viz. 
the  manner  in  which  I  will  purify  them,  J 
will  put  my  Law^  &c»  But  n^D,  if  they 
hold  ftri<3:ly  to  its  fenfe  of  cutting  offy  ex- 
cludes this  conftruftion  likewife ;  For  it  is 
not  fenfe  to  fpeak  of  cutting  off  the  Injli-^ 
tutiony  or  the  manner  in  which  God  would 
purify  them* 

G  3  But 
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But  what  is  more,  the  verfion  ufed  by 
St  Paul  (on  account  of  which  I  now  cite 
this  te  tt)  will  not  admit  of  aiiy  of  theft 
fenfef  Aul»i  %  ^laOtptu  %¥  ^*a6i!«-«^i.  For  the 
verb  %riaTt6«/Aai  doth  never  fignify  to  cut  off 
(any  more  than  to  cut  in  two,  as  is  fug- 
gefted  without  any  proof  in  the  Cbrijlian 
Plan  J  fee  above).  And  the  noun  JiAdwn, 
by  Mr  Bates  own  confeffion  doth  not  fig- 
nify purification.  It  is  true  thefe  words 
are  quoted  from  the  LXX.  Yet  if  they 
had  been  improper  ones,  or  contrary  to 
the  fenfe  of  the  Original,  there  is  all  rea- 
fon  to  think  St  Paul  would  have  changed 
them,  efpecially  the  verb,  feeing  he  hath 
changed  it  no  lefs  than  three  times  in  his 
quotations  from  the  Old  Teftament,  and 
put  for  tro^  inftead  of  the  LXX  word 
J*aT*6«ji*ai,  three  other  Greelc  verbs,  any  one 
of  which  being  joined  with  Sixhrn^  are  as 
expreffive  of  the  Hebrew  phrafe  nni  n*lD 
as  Ji«Ti6«vai  AftOnxuv  is.  See  below  in  SeSlion 
the  15th. 

Thus  again,  when  he  fpeaks  in  the 
fame  Epiftle  of  «♦  -mXaxn  mr  iwUwr^  [Heb^ 
ix.  4.)  and  x*5w7ov  tu?  im^xm  {Heb.  vii.  aiz.) 
he  ufes  the  words  of  the  LXX  for  Tf\xh 
and  nna  P*1K,     Which  may  therefore  b^ 

looked 
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looked  upon  as  a  confirmation  of  their 
verfion  of  n^'^l  in  thefe  expreffions.  But 
when  he  fpeaks  of  the  Covenant  made  with 
Abraham^  which  the  law  could  not  dif- 
annul,  ftiling  it  JtaO»iK»;y  lyjojcfxufw/Afvriv,  GaL 
iii.  17.  he  himfelf  choofes  to  exprefs  the 
TTVl  God  made  with  Abraham  by  JtaO^jxti. 
Which  covenant,  though  always  one  and 
the  fame  in  fubftance,  yet  being  frequent- 
ly renewed  to  the  Patriarchs,  he  elfewhere 
renders  in  the  plural,  g«o»  tw*  AiaOuxwy  tuc 
E^rayyAiaj,  Strangers  from  the  Covenants  of 
promife,  Eph.  ii.  12.  When  Zacharias^ 
Luke  i.  72.  fpake  of  this  Covenant  with 
the  Fathers,  though  we  know  not  by  what 
word  he  exprefled  the  Hebrew  f\ni  in  the 
language  then  in  ufe,  yet  that  he  did  it 
by  fome  word  of  the  fame  fenfe  with  Aa- 
Ouxu,  we  cannot  doubt,  becaufe  St  Luke  m 
giving  his  Hymn  in  Greek,    tranflates  the 

expreflion  by  juyija-STiva*  iioAmnq  ay^ac  aJIjr. 

Thus  alfo  when  St  Stephen^  m  relating 
the  firft  appointment  of  Circumcifion,  or 
the  nt^li  nni  Covenant  in  the  flefh,  Gen. 
xvii.  9,  10,  13.  fpake  in  Syriac  what 
St  Luke  interprets  by  iiof^Um^  vn^nofAvi^j  tho' 
it  is. uncertain  what  terms  the  Martyr  ufed, 
yet  we  may  be  aflured  he  ufed  fome  word 
G  4  '   proper 
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proper  to  cxprcfs  the  n^a  in  Genefis^  and 
that  the  word  he  ufed  is  as  properly  made 
Greek  by  A«$w»f. 

Thus  again,  when  New  Teftament  or 
New  Covenant  is  by  St  Paul  compared 
with,  or  oppofed  to^  the  Old^  under  fuch 
expreffions  as  follow,  A»  hi^  JiaOwaij  GaU 
jv.  24.  (One  from  Mount  &W,  which 
was  »i  Tsrfwl^i  Mwii,  Heb.  ix.  15.  and  viii;  13.) 
and  u  Br«A«i«,  2  Or.  iii,  14.-  >  The  other 
which  is  ftiled  jcaww,  2  Cbr.  iii.  6.  nok^  Heb^ 
xii.  14.  Xfurlw.;,  J&3,  viii.  6.  a««i/iof,  JEfe^, 
xiij.  20,  of  which  Chrift  was  lu^wrJuff,  Heb^ 
jx.  15.  and  xii.  24.  and  Eyyuof,  Heb.  vii.  22, 
And  his  Apoftlcs  Aiaxdi/oi,  2  Q?r,  iii.  6,  It 
is  evident  that  nni  of  the  Old  Teftament^ 
is  tranflated,  or  referred  to  in  feveral  in-» 
fiances  by  the  Greek  word  A«9iixti,  not  un-^ 
der  the  fcnfe  of  purijkatim^  as  Mr  H.  and 
Mr  Bate  pf  cfume,  or  of  fecreiion  as  Mr 
Moody  fuppofes,  but  in  the  fenfe  of  Cove-^ 
nant  5  in  which  fenfe  it  is  moft  conunonly 
taken  in  the  New  Teftament,  and  in  thq 
Chriftian  Writers :  Whereas  thofe  other 
fenfes  rccomniended  from  thpir  fuppofed 
propriety  in  an  ideal  language,  were  never 
found  to  go  along  with  iitArm  in  ^ny  Au-? 
tbPi:  that  hath  ufec}  the  wprdt 

But 
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BtJT  Covenant  being  by  Mr  jff/s  inter- 
di<aion  excluded  the  Old  Tcftament,.  Mr 
Bate  thinks  it  convenient  to  exclude  it  al- 
io from  the  New.  And  Mr  Moody  goes 
fo  far  as  to  argue  for  two  pages  againii: 
the  very  "  Notion  of  a,  Covenant  between 
**  God  and  Man^  which,  he  tells  us,  took 
*^  its  rife  from  the  mifconftrudion  of  Be^ 
"  ritby'  p.  1 66.  And  what  is  commonly 
called  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  which 
Man  was  admitted  after  his  Fall,  "  could 
*^  no  more  (he  fays)  be  a  covenant  between 
"  Him  and  His  Creator,  than  there  can 
^*  be  concord  between  Chrift  and  Belial" 
p.  167. 

One  inftance  I  brought  in  the  Dijer-* 
tationsy  of  the  ufe  of  *«0»ixii,  in  allufion  to 
ri**1Jb  which  I  thought  proper  to  lay  a 
ilrefs  upon,  viz.  «*/*<»  rw  xaivn?  JiaOww  in 
St  Matthews  Account  of  the?  inftitution  of 
the  Lord's  Supper,  compared  with  *»/*flf 
^loiAnm^  5  St  Paul'%  quotation  of  the  LXX 
in  expofition  of  ^  /^m  OT  in  Exodus,  (fee 
Jleb.  ix,  2Q.  Mattb.  xxvi.  28.) 

But  in  doing  this  I  gave,  it  feems, 
pccafion  of  great  Surprize  both  to  Mr 
fiate  and  Mr  Moody  on  account  of  my  in^ 
(id^ertency.    Fpr  in  page  i?5,  I  happcn?c} 

tp 
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to  fay,  that  cur  Lord  at  the  inftltution  of 
his  Supper  ufed  the  fame  exprejfion  «*/*«  im^ 
•wuf,  which  I  had  juft  before  obferved  wa^ 
the  expreffion  by  which  St  Paul  expound- 
ed the  Hebrev^  nnn  D^.  And  prefently 
after,  almoft  in  the  fame  breath,  I  added, 
that  if  the  blood  of  the  Covenant  had  beeii 
an  exceptionable  expreffion,  Our  Lord  would 
not  have  ufed  it. 

And  fo  here  I  have  made  Our  iSaviour 
not  only  fpeak  in  Greeks  but  in  Engltfh 
too,  though  I  afterwards  granted  that  he 
Ipokc  in  iSyr/^jr. 

But  it  is  fo  common  to  ufe  the  words 
of  a  tranflation  (efpecially  in  the  Language 
one  writes  in)  inftead  of  the  Original,  and 
fo  juftifiable  alfo  to  argue  from  the  Greek 
of  the  New;  Teftament,  which,  though 
it  be  only  a  tranflation  of  the  words  which 
our  Lord  and  his  Difciples  and  the  Jews 
of  his  time  fpake,  is:  yet  to  us  the  Original 
Record  of  His  and  their  Sayings^  that  no 
bpdy,  I  think,  fcruples  it.  On  prefump- 
tion  that  what  He  or  they  fpoke  in  Syriac 
is  reported  by  the  Evangelifts  faithfully^ 
and  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the 
language  He  or  they  fpoke  in.  And  I 
took  care  to  apprife  my  Reader,   in  this 
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very  inftance,  that  although  Our  Lord  de- 
livered himfelf  at  his  lail  Supper  in  the 
Syriac  language,  yet  it  made  no  alteratioa 
in  the  force  or  propriety  of  my  Argument 
from  tioAmny  which  was  the  word  ufed  to 
convey  his  meaning  by  to  after  Ages« 

In  ftridnefs,  indeed,  there  may  be 
fome  inaccuracy  in  my  manner  of  expref-^ 
fing  myfclf  on  this  Occafion.  .  Yet  it  is  fo 
fmail  as  not  to  have  offended  the  delicacy 
of  my  Examiners  in  that  point  which  wai 
moil  exceptionable,  viz.  making  our  Sa^ 
viour  talk  Englijh.  And  fo  unawidaNe  in 
the  other  Article  on  which  ibssj  charge 
me,  that  they  themfelves,  even  both  my 
Cenfurers,  \  have,  on  this  voy  occafion^ 
under  their  great  amazement  at  my  inad- 
vertency, flipped  into  the  fame  *. 

No 

^  Mr  Batf  having  quoted  mj  words,  nn%.  **  And  whid^ 
"  is  more  remaricable.  Oar  Saviour  himfelf  has  uied  the 
*'  iame  expreflloa  dtt/jM  J^itibdnKn<»  ia  the  moft  folemn 

*'  form  of  words,  Menb.  xxvi.  28."   Repliee f  H  B 

<'  H  A  S  SO.  And  alluded,  as  I  doubt  not,  to  the  Uood 
«*  oiBeriib  in  the  Old  Teftament."  p.  170. 

H  s  had  given  a  former  inftance  of  a  like  way  of  fpeak* 
ing  in  Examiner  Exuminut^  p.  p.  <<  0»r  Bkffed  Saviwr 
•*  and  the  infpired  Writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  did 
**  not  intend  the  Greek  pbrafet  tbey  ufed^  tranflations,  ^e. 

Mr  Mooi<f^   p.  165. *•  The  woid  (<v#s.  A<«9ifxii) 

*'  is  explained  by  Chrift  of  himfelf.    For  firft  it  is  called 
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Ko  body,  I  truft,  will  fay,  that  they 
hereby  contradift  themfelves,  as  Mr  Moody 
is  pleafed  to  fay  of  mc.  But  every  body, 
I  prefume,  will  think  that,  by  commit- 
ting and  overlooking  the  like  inaccuracy 
in  themfelves,  they  have  wiped  off  the 
cenfure  they  wotild  have  faftened  upon 
their  humble  Servant. 

However,  as  we  are  fallen  once  more 
upon  this  pafiage  of  the  Gofpels,  I  (hall 
^)eak  a  little  further  to  it. 

A  s  Chrift  did  not  fay  Aafiwu,  fo  we  have 
no  great  reafon  to  think  he  faid  HHi,  thoV 
Grotius  feems  to  think  he  did,  giving  this 
teafon— — "  Nam  ea  voce  haud  dubie  eft 
**  ufus  pro  qua  Grsci  Scriptore;  more  Sep- 

"  tuaginta 

^  r«  «/fe«  iJLHt  the  hhod  9/ me.  And  then,  to  (fcil.  AtyiA) 
••  T«^  KdLivm  //rt9%t«^.  the  blood  of  the  new  tftAdtiKn, 
^  wherein ChriH  CALLS  HIMSELF  AIAOHKH^ 
«<  in  oppofidon  to  the  tTtAimcn  of  the  014  Teftament.** 

I  DO  not  charge  Mr  JI/m^  keie,  as  he  hath  done  me, 
mfitb  great  infenfibility  ;  but  I  maft  take  notice  of  another 
thing,  'vi«.  that  if  his  Account  be  right,  that  Chrift  was 
him/elf  H  KAivvi  AtdtBriKti  in  thn  inftibtion,  he  not  only 
differs  from  Mr  H.  and  Mr  Bate  (neither  of  whom  under- 
ftand  it  perfonally  in  this  place,)  but  he  (hould  alfo  tell  ut 
how  we  are  to  interpret  St  Luke  xxii.  20.  th}o  to  ^oTtipiov 
9  ttdLtvn  i'idAtiKt/i  tv  Tfi  aifjLetls  fjLv.  Let  him  tonfider 
this,  and  the  confequencet  of  infifting,  as  he  doth,  on  thf 
firia  letter  of  the  text. 
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"  tuaginta  Virum  pofuerunt  hci9miw  voca- 
"  bulum/*  Proleg.  ad  jinnof.  in  Matt. 
There  could,  indeed,  be  little  doubt  of  this 
if  there  were  any  evidence  that  our  Lord 
fpake  Hebrew^  and  not  Syriac^  the  lan- 
guage then  in  ufe.  But  as  the  learned,  I 
think,  are  agreed  ♦  that  he  converfcd  in 

the 

*  I  M  u  ST  except  here  the  learned  Author  of  7bi  Cbri'^ 
Jtian  Plan^  who  fays,  fpcaking  of  Hebrew, 

**  For  a  demonftration  of  the  fapreme  dignity  and  pre- 
**  eminence  of  this  langnage.  It  was  ufed  by  God*s  own 
**  people,  more  or  lefs,  during  a  cqurfe  of  4000  years* 
*^  and  upwards ;  and  by  oor  Lord  himfelf  j  even  after  his 
"  afcenfion,  as  we  are  infallibly  alTured  by  St  Paul.  For 
*<  in  his  fpeech  before  King  Agrifpa^  ASs  xzvi.  14,  i$« 
'*  he  fays  that  our  Blefled  Sa;Viour  himfelf  fpake  to  him  in 
**  the  Hebrew  language,  at  the  time,  and  upon  the  Occa- 
••  fion  of  his  convcrfion.'*  Fref.  to  the  Cbriftian  Pian^ 
p.  9. 

But  as  the  infallibility  of  this  proof  refts  whoUy  on 
St  PauV^  telling  Agriffa  that  Chrift  fpake  to  him  rw  E- 
Q^tti^i  J^tdtKiKja,  I  apprehend  the  Demonftration  will 
&ii.  For  St  Luke  fays,  A^s  xxi.  40.  tiiat  **  St  Paul  fpoke 
"  to  the  multitude  tw  Efff  aiJ^i  «r/«X€Jt7«f  who  hearing 
**  that  he  fpake  to  them  in  the  Hebrew  tongue  rn  ^Cfet- 
*•  tJ^t  /lAAf  *7«>  Chap.  xxii.  2,  kept  the  more  filencc," 
Now  this  was  the.  vernacular  tongue,  the  language  of  J9* 
rufalem^  Vid.  Drufius^  Gualferius^  Grotius,  among  th^ 
Criticks,  or  Uufden^s  Phil,  Heb.  And  above  all  fValton  in 
.his  Proleg.  to  the  Polyglot,  who  fhews  by  Arguments*  to 
which  fcarcely  any  thing  can  be  added,  that  the  language 
of  Jerufalem  in  our  Saviour ^s  time  was  not  properly  H*' 
Jbrrw.  And  Mr  Mtody  hamfelf,  after  obferving  that  **  When 
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the  kftguagc  which  was  in  his  time  in 
JerufaUfHi  we  may  fairly  fuppofe  he  ufed 
fome  Syriac  word.  Of  which  there  are 
two  in  the  Verfions  of  the  Bible,  ^z.  the 
Syriac  Verfion  of  JTnn  in  the  Pentateuch 
is  NJina.  (The  Hebrew  word  with  the 
Syrian  termination.)  But  in  the  Hiftori- 
csl  books  that  follow,  it  is  the  Greek  word 
in  Syrian  letters,  which  exprefled  in  the 
Hebrew  charaders  will  be  ♦iVnn,  Aafinxn^ 
which  laft  word  is  found  in  the  Syriac 
verfion  in  thofe  places  of  St  Matthew  and 
St  Paulj  which  gave  occafion  to  this  piece 
of  criticifoi. 

Now  though  it  is  uncertain  whether  ei- 
ther of  thefe,  or  which  of  them,  was  ufed 
by  our  Saviour,  yet  if  it  was  the  latter, 
viz.  ^^'^T\>1  (which  feems  to  have  been  the 
lateft  in  ufe)  there  is  not  fo  great  a  flip  in 
what  both  I  and  my  Opponents  faid  about 
his  ufing  A«*iiKi»,  as  one,  difpofed  to  civil, 
would  at  firft  fight  imagine. 
'  But  whatever  word  he  ufed,  there  is 
no  reafon  to  believe  it  was  a  word  that  fig- 

nified, 

^*  oar  Lord  fpake  frcMn  Heaven  at  St  Vaults  conve/fioo, 
*'  it  was  HI  the  Hebrew  toogae  as  is  recorded/*  p.  162. 
adds  in  a  note,  **  I  mean  by  the  Hebrew,  that  language 
'*  which  the  learned  iiipjK>ie  was  then  in  ofe,  and  in  which 
^  pur  Saviour  and  the  Jiwt,  &c.  fpoke.*' 
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nified,  or  whofe  root  denoted,  purtficatimy 
as  Mr  H.  renders  Aafluxn :  Or  that  he  ufcd 
any  word  that  muft  neceflarily  be  inter- 
preted of  his  own  Perfon  according  to 
Mr  Moody.  For  if  he  had,  why  ihould 
not  the  Evangelifts  in  reporting  his  Com- 
mand, have  done  it  by  fome  Greek  word 
denoting  purification^  or  cxpreffive  of  his 
being  himfelf  the  New  Berith  or  Secreter  ? 
The  Apoftles,  at  leaft,  would  have  given 
fome  hint  of  thefefenfes^  as  the  Command 
itfelf  was  of  the  greateft  importance  to  the 
.Chriftian  Church.  We  ihould  probably 
have  found  fome  traces  of  thefe  expofitions, 
though  only  traditional,  among  the  primi- 
tive Fathers  j  and  fo  neceffary  a  knowledge 
for  our  right  underftanding  the  words  of 
the  Inftitution  of  the  Eucharifti  would  not 
have"  been  quite  hidden  from  us  'till  Mr  H. 
arofe,  to  open  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Scrip- 
tures to  us,  and  till  Mr  Moody  fucceeded 
to  improve  upon,  and  compleat  his  Expo- 
fitions. 


SECT, 
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SECT.    XIII. 


m3 

IN  my  Dijfertatitms  I  had  faid  little  up- 
on this  verb,  fuppofing  that  if  my  Ac- 
count of  Beritb  before  given  was  right, 
the  fenfe  of  Caratb  in  conjunftion  with  it, 
when  it  meant  a  covenant^  would  be  foon 
determined. 

But  Mr  Moody  tells  me,  p.  175,  "  that 
"  the  application  of  Caratb  to  covenantSy 
"  is  begging  tbe  ^ejiion  *,  that  it  was  ap- 
"  plied  tobeafts  cut  offm  Sacrifice,  which 
*^  adl  oi cutting  o^beafts,  called  fina  tTOy 
**  was  the  Ritual  at  making  covenants** 

*  And  again  at/.  1769  upon  my  giving  inftarice?  of  tbc 
fame  kind  in  Greek  and  Latin  verbs,  as  r^iivv  when  ufed 
with  opxiQf'^  and /m0  with /dr^ttiy  MtMood^ixf^^  *'  here 
**  is  another  petitie  friadpii,  viz.  that  the/  are  applied  td 
*<  Covenanu:\ 
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Perhaps  he  does  not  fuppofc  that  be 
alfo  is  here  begging  the  ^ejiion  on  his  part. 

jt^oR  we  have  nothing  more  either  from 
him^  or  from  the  Gentlemen  of  the  fame 
fide,  than  a  fuppofition  (firft  made  by 
Mr  H.)  that  becaufe  Caratb  is  once  found 
in  the  defcription  of  the  foederal  Rite, 
yer.  xxxiv*  13.  therefore  Caratb  Beritb 
may  fignify  the  cutting  off  beajis  in  all  the 
expiatory  Sacrifices ;  Beritb  (the  vidlim  as 
they  fay  in  thofe  facrifices)  being  inter- 
preted the  purifierk 

This  inference  appears  to  me  arbi- 
trary and  groundlefs;  and  I  fhall  now 
give  my  reafons,  why  I  think  fo,  more 
at  large*     . 

B  u  T  I  muft  prcvioufly  apprife  my  Rea- 
der that  the  conceflions,  as  they  are  called, 
which  Mr  Moody  at  p^  175.  and  Mr  Bate, 
p,  182*  lay  hold  of  as  being  nlade  by  me 
in  the  Dijfertations^  vizi  "  that  cutting  is 
"  ftriaiy  fpeaking  the  only  fenfe  of  Ca^ 
"  rath  J  that  the  application  of  it  to  co- 
"  venants  was  entirely  owing  to  the  ufe  of 
*^  the  word  in  Sacrifices,  when  they  cut 
**  off  beajis^'* ^'-'-^^lvc  not  conceflions  of  my 
own,  but  aflfertions  cited  from  the  other 
fide,  in  order  to  (hew  that  if  they  were 
Part  IL  H  allowed. 
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allowed,  they  would  not  do  any  fervice  to 
MrfTsCaufe. 

T  H  u  s  in  ^.  138.  of  the  BiJfertationSy 
my  words  are  **  But  it  may  be  /aid.  Is  not 
"  to  cut  or  cut  off  the  proper  fenfe  of 
"  Carath ;  and  is  hot  the  application  of  it 
"  to  covenants,  entirely  owing  to  the  ufe 
"  of  the  word  in  Sacrifices,  &c.  ?  Suppofe 
"  //  nvas^  yet  it  might  become  in  procefs  of 
"  time,''  ficc. 

Again,  in  p.  139. 

"  B  UT'  jiill  it  may  be  fuggejied  the 
"  Idea  of  cutting  muft  be  preferved,  be- 
"  caufe  it  is  the  firft  or  radical  fenfe  of 
"  the  word,  and  ftriftly  fpeaking  the  only 
^^  fenfe.    To  which  I  anjwer"  &cc. 

The  ufe  Mr  Moody  is  pleafed  to  make 
of  this  way  of  arguing  from  their  own  Efy- 
pothefis^  is,  after  leaving  out  what  would 
have  fecured  my  meaning,  {viz.  it  may  be 

faidy Suppofe  it  was 'Jiill  it  may  be 

fuggejied--^ — ^  ^^p^^r^  &c.)  to  give  me 
the  honour  of  being  of  the  fame  opinion 
with  himself,  "  Therefore  as  cutting 
"  (fays  he)  to  ufe  the  Doctor's  own  words, 
^^  IS  the  only  proper  fenfe  of  Carath ^  &c." 
p.  1 73  •—And  Mr  Bate  in  the  fame 
manner,   p.  187.     "  It  is  not  pretended 

"  that 
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•*  diat  cutting  off  is  not  the  genuine  Scnfe 
"  of  Caratby  and  ftridly  fpeaking  the  oft^ 
"  ly  proper  fenfe^  fee  page  of  the  Dijferta* 
^^  tionsy    139." 

And  then  as  to  the  application  of  Cu'- 
rath  to  cwenanlSy  as  being  entirely  owing 
to  the  ufe  of  the  word  in  Sacrifices,  up- 
on which  I  faid,  "  Suppofe  it  was  ;'*  Mr 
Moody  makes  the  fuppo/ition  fo  much  my 
own  doSirine^  as  to  fay——"  One  would 
"  really  think  this  is  giving  up  the  point," 
p*  I'iS*  S^  Mr  Bate  upon  the  fame  paf- 
fagc,  '"  Here  the  Dodtor  feems  to  me 
"  to  give  up  the  whole  difpute  at  once." 
p.  182. 

But  as  I  did  not  give  up  the  point 
ti)en,  fo  neither  have  I  found  reafon  from 
any  thing  faid  by  my  Opponents  to  give  it 
up  now. 

I.  For  in  the  firft  place  I  do  not  find 
that  they  are  rightly  agreed  among  them- 
felves  about  the  firft  and  radical  Idea  or 
proper  fenfe  of  Caratby  any  more  than  they 
were  about  thofe  of  A/ah  and  Berith. 

Mr  Moodf  fays,  "  the  proper  and  ori- 
"  ginal  fenfe  of  fiTD  is  to  cut  or  cut  off^'\ 
P-  ^73- 

H  2  Mr 
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Mr  6afe  fays  it  "  fignifies  fo  Cut  dff  a 
^^  pieccy  or  cut  in  pieces  j'  p.  107. 

Mr  Aboabj  that  rro  hath  no  other  Jig^ 
nification  than  that  of  cutting  a/under^  or 
dividing  in  tivainj  p.  53.  Which  the  Au- 
thor of  The  Chrijiian  Plan  fcems  to  efpoufe, 
p.  67.  where  he  tells  us,  that  inftead  of 
cutting  off  a  purifier,  we  might  cdl  it  da- 
ting in  two  2l  Sacrifice. 

In  the  Idea  of  cutting  they  all  agree. 
But  in  attempting  to  give  it  with  greater 
precifiofi,  they  prefent  us  with  divers 
Ideas,  one  of  which  perhaps  may  be  fre- 
quently retained  in  the  ufes  of  the  Verb, 
but  feldom  more  than  one.  Cutting  off  is 
our  tranflation  of  it  in  all  the  places  where 
it  fignifies  dejirt^ing^  flaying^  extermina-^ 
tingy  &c.  ex.  gr.  in  the  text  where  it  is 
firft  met  with  in  Scripture,  Gen.  ix.  11. 
''  Neither  fliall  all  Flefli  be  cut  off  (n^OO 
"any  more  by  the  waters  of  a  flood/' 
'But  this  neither  conveys  the  Idea  oi  Jim^ 
pie  cutting,  nor  of  cutting  in  pieces,  nor  of 
cutting  in  twain. 

»When  it  is  ufed  with  DB^,  a  Name, 
Jojh.  vii.  g.'  Ruth  iv*  10.  Ifa.  xiv.  22.— 
xlviii.  ip.— -lvi..5.    Zech.xvi.  2.    Or  with 
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Xil  a  remembrance^  ormemoriaJy  Pfal.  xxxiv. 
17,  and  cix.  15.  Or  with  mpn  expeSia^ 
tim^  hope  J  Prov.  xxiii.  1 8.  Or  with  TDH 
kindnefs^  1  Sam,  xx.  15,  Or  with  pKJ 
Pridey  Zech.  ix.  6.  It  can  neither  convey 
the  idea  of  cutting  in  pieces^  nor  of  cutting/ 
afunder^  or  dividing  in  twain  a  name,  a  * 
memorial,  or  an  expeAation,  &c.  Why 
then  muft  it  convey  that  idea  when  joined. 

with  nni?  • 

And  in  other  Inftanccs  where  it  is  not 
tendered  in  our  Bibles  by  cutting  offj  but 
by  other  words  that  do  not  preferve  the' 
Hebraifm  fo  much  as  failings  lacking^ 
2  Sam.  iii.  29.  i  Kings  ii,  4,  (^c.  ©r  chew^ 
ing  of  food.  Numb.  xi.  33  *.  Though 
ibme  one  of  the  Ideas  above  given  may  be 
fiuntly  conveyed,  yet  all  of  them  cannot. 
Whence  I  apprehend  fome  of  thefe  Gen- 
tlemen muft  have  given  the  Idea  wrong : 
And  in  this  refpe£t  againft  their  own  prin- 
ciples alfo,  isiz.  that  they  give  a  fenfe  to 
this  root  which  belongs  more  pfoperly  and 
determinately  to  other  roots,  whereas,  they 
fay,  no  two  roots  have  the  fame  meaning. 

*  Let  Mr  Bate  compare  thefe  ufages  of  the  verb  with 
what  he  fays  at/.  loi.  that  Caratb  wherever  //  //  ufed,  ex- 
cept with  Bnfib,  fignifies  univerfally  to  flay^  or  cut  oiF. 

•  .      H  3  Thus 
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.  Thus  for  inftance,  in  the  applications 
of  it  to  Sacrificaturc,  to  which  they  wholly 
Apply  it  in  this  difputc. 

When  Mr  Moady  interprets  it  of  ycutting 
(ff  an  Animal,:  he  gives  it  the  lame  fcnfc 
with  nit  and  DnB^. 

When  Mr  Bate  conftrues  it  of  cutting 
in  piecesy  he  gives  it  the  fame  fenfe  with 

And  When  Mr  Aboab  renders  it  by 
cutting  afundevy  or  dividing^  he  makes  it 
the  fame  in  fenfe  with  "nill  and  7^in,  and 
nrj,  I  Kings  iii.  25- 

.  And  what  is  more,  thefe  other  words 
of  the  iame  fenfe.  they  give  tp  Caratb  arc 
the  proper  facnficial  terms  ufed  in  Scrip- 
ture, as  I  fhall  fliew  below :  whereas  C^-. 
rath  is  never  ufed  in  defcribing  the  Ijegal 
Sacrifices^  and  but  once  ufed  in  the  fcede^ 
ral  Rite^  Jer.  xxxiv.  inftead  of  "ina  (which 
is  the  word  on  the  like  occafion.  Gen.  xv. 
10.)  not  as  being  of  itfelf  equivalent  in 
fenfe  with  nXll,  but  with  this  further  ad- 
dition 0*JtJ^2  imD,  which  makes  it  cor- 
refpond  more  fully  with  tlpie  fenfe  of  "im. 

2,  And  in  the  next  place,  when  trO 
is  ufed  with  fini,  (as  alfo  in  an  inftance 
or  two  where  it  is  ufed  by  itfelf )  it  doth 

not 
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not  appear,  otherwife  than  by  their  aflcr- 
tions,  that  it  carries  any  Idea  of  cutting  at 
all.  Therefore  when  Mr  Moody  fays,  ^.  i  5 1 . 
that  Carath  Beritb  "  in  the  force  and  gram-. 
"  matical  propriety  of  the  words,  ahoays 
"  fignifies  to  cut  off  2L  fecreter  or  purifier, 
"  and  implies  Sacrifice,"  I  fear  he  fpeaks 
too  peremptorily-  For  I  cannot  fuppofe  it 
doth  fb,  ex.  gr.  in  Joi  xxxi.  i.  ♦n'^D  nm 
^y^llhj  I  have  made  a  covenant  with  mine 
eyes.  This  cannot  be  underftood  of  cut- 
ting off  a  purifier  with  his  Eyes,  or  of  a 
real  Sacrifice.  It  is  a  phrafe  which  either 
fignifies  properly  and  grammatically  to  make 
a  Covenant^  or  is  by  cuftom  and  ufage  ac- 
commodated to  that  fenfe,  and  applied  in 
this  paflfage  metaphorically  to  the  Eyes. 
Surely  this  alfo  will  not  be  called  begging 
the  ^efiion-y  however,  I  fhall  examine 
more  clofely  into  the  Scripture  fenfe  of 
Carath  Berith,  and  enquire  particularly 
whether  it  ever  fignifies^  as  they  fay,  cut-- 
ting  off  a  purifier y  or  as  Mr  Bate  rather 
choofes  to  fay,  cutting  off  a  purification. 

3.  fTlD  Is  ufed  in  the  Account  given  of 

the  Rite  for  making  Covenants,  Jer.  xxxiv. 

18.     And  there  is  no  footftep  (as  Bifhop 

Patrick  obferves)  of  this  Rite  any  where 
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b  Scripture,  Ikvt  only  in  this  place,  and 
in  Gen.  x.  15.  where  it  is  firft  mentioned, 
and  by  which  it  appears  to  have  been  very 
ancient. 

These  two  places  compared  and  con-^ 
fidered  by  Mr  H.  in  a  peculiar  way,  have 
given  rife  to  the  New  Interpretation  of 
Caratb  Beritby  and  to  the  application  of  that 
phrafe  to  the  legal  Sacrifices,  and  to  the 
conftru£tion  of  it  under  that  application 
by  cutting  off  a  purifier ;  as  the  Reader 
may  fatisfy  himfelf  by  turning  to  Mr  iJ/s 
citation  of  thefe  two  parages,  and  his 
comment  on  the  firft  of  them,  Vol.  IV. 
p.  365.  of  his  Works,  in  the  Chapter  on 
Berith. 

Finding  in  G^;^.  x.  15-  after  the  de-r 

fcription  of  the  animals  that  were  divided, 

•  and  of  the  burning  lamp  that  pafled  be-r 

twccn  their  parts,  &c.  the  following  words 

at^^r.  18.  Dn^N  HK  mn»  niD  Ninn  p^»i 
V^Kn  n»  ♦nni  ^ntS  idnS  n*i2  He  ex- 

plains  the  former  part  of  the  verfe  thus. 

"  In  that  fame  day  niD  Jehovah  with 

*^  Abram  nnn  cut  off  the  purifier  (the 
*^  Emblem  of  the  Purifier.")— And  then 
pit^s  Jer.  xxxiv.  18.  where  Carath  is  ufed 
in  thp  defcriptipn  of  the  Rite  itfelf  to  ex- 

prcf§ 
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fKfs  ike  cutting  the  calf  in  twain,  which 
calf  Mr  H.  further  apprehended  was  called 
ia  the  fame  verfe  Beritb.     On  the  flxength 
<)f  which  expreflions,  he  applies  the  noun 
Berith  in  Genejis  to  the  animals  that  were 
divided,  and  the  verb  Caratb  to  the  divi- 
ding them,  Sec.  and  drops  tjie  remaining 
part  of  the  fentence  "^DuS  &c.  Saying  to 
tbyfeedy  i&c.  Which  words  by  their  imme- 
4ia):e  reference  tq  the  foregoing,^  plainly 
ihew  iixzt  a  Covenant  is  to  be  underftood  by 
Berithy   anc}  the  making  that  Covepant  by 
Caratb.' — •—Yet  rather  than  admit,  as  all 
other  interpreters  had  done  before  him, 
this  obvious  fenfe  of  the  phrafe,  he  not 
only    applies   Beritb    Angular  to  feveral 
animals  that  were  cut  afunder,  but  Caratb 
to  the  action  of  cutting  thofe  animals  afun-i- 
der,  'altho*  tbat  aBion  is  exprefled  at  ver, 
JO.  by  Tiia,  not  by  tTO ;  and  further,  he 
afcribes  this  adion  which  was  Jbrabani^  to 
Jebovab  himfelf, 

And  upon  this  conftrufifcion  of  his  own, 
XhiA  Jebovab  did  TTO  cut  offy  nm  tbe  vie- 
timsy  tho'  it  is  evident  from  the  preceding 
vcrfe  that  Jebovab  did  not  5  he  builds  as 
fpUow$, 

!-  T  H  p 
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«*  The  iame  word  n^na  as  is  ufed  in 
"  cutting  oflF  Beritbj  is  ufed  Exod.  iv.  25. 
"  forcutting  off  the  forcfkin,  andif  anymalc 
**  were  not  circumcifed  he  was  Gen.  xvii  14, 
*«  by  the  fame  word  to  be  cut  offy  (flain)/' 

Thus  the  way  is  is  prepared  for  the 
like  ufage  of  tTOy  viz.  to  exprefs  the  cut- 
ting off  01  flaying  beafts  in  Sacrifice. 

From  thence  proceeding  to  the  xxivtb 
of  Exod.  where  the  firft  Sacrifices  at  the 
giving  of  the  Law  are  mentioned,  he  ob- 
ferves  that  nat  the  word  there  ufed,  fig- 
nifies  according  to  M  de  Calafio  "  Ti  cut  the 
**  throaty  behead,  killB.{hcep  or  other  animal 
*^  which  is  eat  upon  account  of  Sacrifice." 
Prefuming,  I  conceive,  that  as  niD  did  pro- 
perly exprefs  the  very  fame  aftions  it  might 
be  underftood  of  them  in  ver.  8.  where  it 
occurs  with  Berithy  efpecially  as  the  blood 
of  the  Viiflims  is  there  alfo  called  the  blood 
of  Berith. 

Hence  he  explains,  "  behold  the 
"  blood  of  the  covenant  which  the  Lord 
"  hath  made  with  you  concerning  all  thefe 
**  words  '*  in  the  following  manner. 
.  "  Behold  the  blood  oi Berith  (the  blood 
"  of  the  Bulls  the  type  of  the  Perfon,  and 
"  the  blood  the  Type  of  the  blood  oi  Berith 
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the  purifier)  whkh  Jebtroab  tTO  cuttetb 
*^  g#'(flayeth)  with  you  upon  DnnrrSa 

n7Kn/'  p.  367. 

But  now  here  again  Carath  in  the 
fenfe  oi flaying  (viz.  the  beafts)  is  applied 
by  him  to  Jebovaby  tho*  that  ad:  was  per- 
formed by  the  young  men  that  Mofes  ap- 
pointed to  it,  and  is  defcribed  by  D*nit  inat 
ver,  5.  (not  n*13  ^tTO)  where  too  thefe 
Sacrifices  are  iaid  to  be  flaiii,  not  by  but  to 
yebavah^  who  is  in  no  text  of  fcripture  faid/ 
nor  can  be  faid  to  flay  or  offer  a  Sacrifice^ 
And  Beritb  is  alfo  again  applied  here  by 
Mr  H.  in  the  fingular  number  to  ViSHms 
plural  the  bulls  flain. 

It  is  not  denied  that  thefe  and  all  other 
expiatory  Sacrifices  under  the  Law,  were 
reprefentations  or  types  of  the  great  atone- 
ment to  be  made,  in  the  fullnefs  of  time, 
for  Sin.  Nor,  that  fuch  facrifices  did  pu-^ 
rify  in  the  fenfe  and  degree  intended  by 
their  inftitution.  But  the  allowing  of  this 
will  not  determine  the  fenfe  either  of  Ca-^ 
rath  or  Berith  in  this  text,  nor  exclude  the 
common  interpretation  of  them,  by  making 
a  Covenant^  as  I  (hew'd  at  p.  131,  &c.  of 
the  Dtffertations.  For  it  is  as  plaint  here  was 
a  covenant  made  at  that  time  as  that  facri- 
fices 
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ficeswert  offered.  And  tht  ihod  of  BeritB 
k  much  eafier  accounted  for,  taking  Beritb 
to  fignify  covenanty  (which  acceptation  I 
explained  and  vindicated,  DiJertationSj  p. 
123,  &c.)  than  the  6kod  of  Berith  in  the 
verfe  foregoing,  taking  Beritb  to  fignify  the 
ViBtms  5  of  which  phrafe  Mr  jff,  tho'  he 
cites  it,  hath  not  thought  proper  to  give  us 
any  explanation. 

However  it  feems  he  thought  fo 
well  of  his  own  conftruftion  of  Caratb 
Beritb  in  this  text,  as  to  look  upon  that 
phrafe  as  cxpreflive,  and  properly  ufed,  of 
every  expiatory  Sacrifice  that  followed  un- 
der the  Mofaic  Difpenfation.  For  he  con- 
cludes hereupon—"  Sacrifice  was  a  con- 
♦^  tinned  rdteration  of  this  adt,  and  many 
"  of  the  .Sacrifices  (viz  expiatory)  reprefent- 
**  ed  thisperfon,  vi?.  the  Purifier  ^  as  Pfal. 
"  1.  5.  ♦nnn  ♦niD  cutting  off  (flaying)  my 
"  purifier  in  Sacrifice."     (ibid.) 

And  by  this  interpretation  oi  Caratb 
Beritb  his  followers  do  generally  abide. 
And  if  he  himfelf  hath  fallen  fhort,  or  is 
not  explicit  enough  in  his  expreffionS,  they 
make  tip  the  deficiency.  For  Mr  Moody 
fays  p.  107.  the  "  He  is  very  concife  in  his 

"chap* 
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**  chapter  upon  Berith  -,  only  throws  out  a 
"  few  hints  for  others  to  improve." 

I  IMAGINE  he  hath  given  a  broad  hint 
in  his  citation  and  verfion  of  Pfal.  L  5.  that 
Carath  Berith  wherever  it  occurs  is  to  be 
uhderftood  of  a  Sacrifice,     I  venture  to  fay 
it  is  the  intended  conclufion  from  his  premi- 
fes  abovementioned.  Andl  mayfupportmy 
faying  fo  by  Mr  Moody  s  authority,  who  tcUs 
us  (p.  1 19*)   that  Pfal.  1.  5.  "  expldns  the 
"  pbrafe  of  Sacrifice,  fo  that  in  the  places 
"  where  Carath  Berith  occurs,  a  iacrificial 
"  aft  mufi  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  per- 
"  formed*"     And  Mr  Bate  fays  "  If  the 
"  Doftor  admits  Mr  C — 's  interpretation  of 
"  ma  rro  in  this  text  the  difputc  is  over." 
p.  119.  Which  is  very  true  with  refpe6t  to 
myfelf,  for  ihould  I  admit  this  I   ought 
never  to  pretend  to  difpute  any  thing  with 
them  hereafter.     For  this  paflage  is  (o  far 
from  being  decifive  in  their  favour,  that  it 
ftrongly  makes  againfi  their  conftrudion. 
For  the  Pfalmift's  words  are  n2t  hv  upon  or 
oroer  a  Sacrifice.     Now  what  is  the  meaning 
oi  cutting  offmypurifer  [*f)Ha]  over  a  Sa- 
crifice ?  Mr  H.  renders  it  IN  Sacrifice.  But 
this  is  not  the  ordinary  fenfe  of  the  Hebrew 
prepofition.     And  tho'  Noldim  doth  give 

many 
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many  pafiages  in  which  he  tranflates  It  by 
ifiy  yetthatLatin  particle  hath  various  fcnfes: 
and  I  much  doubt  whether  ^^j;  or  hlf  will 
be  found  to  bear  in  any  place  that  fenfe  of 
in  which  the  expreffion  in  Sacrifice  prcfcnts. 
They  who  affirm  it  doth  ought  to  prove  it, 
—And  if  cutting  off  Berith  is  the  fame  (as 
they  fay)  with  flaying  a  viBim^  (the  type 
of  the  purifier)  T  H  A  T  and  nnt  Sacrifice 
will  carry  the  fame  fenfe,  and  the  one,  can- 
not be  fiud  to  be  done  upon  or  over  the  other, 
Mr  Bate  expounds  Berith  in  this  text  by 
purification^  p.  1 1 8.  But  flill  the  difficulty  is 
not  cleared  up,  and  the  queflion  recurs. 
What  means  cutting  of  my  purification  over 
a  Sacrifice  ?  Neither  is  the  exception  juft 
now  made  to  purifier ^  or  the  ViSim  hereby 
avoided.  For  tho*  he  tell  us  in  p.  io6.  that 
Berith  ftands  either  for  purifier ^  ovpurifica-^ 
tion^  or  Sacrifice^  yet  when  Carath\%]dv[itA 
with  it,  it  muft  always  mean,  in  his  own  ac- 
count, a  Sacrifice ;  or  as  he  elfewhere  calls 
it  a  purification  Sacrifice.  And  he  ihould 
fiind  fome  way  to  diftinguifh  it  properly  in 
this  text  from  n3?  wer  which  tht purification 
Sacrifice  is  faid  to  be  cut  off^  or  dife  his  con- 
ftrudtion  of  Carath  Berith  will  be  no  more 
admitted  thap  Mr  Catcofs. 

He 
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He  tells  mt,  p.  119.  that  ^^  if  I  adhere  to 
*^  my  own  conftrudlion,  which  he  acknow- 
^^  ledges  is  the  ufual  one,  yet  it  proves  that 
*^  a  Covenant  was  made  by  Sacrifice : "  which 
I  readily  acknowledge  of  the  folemn  Cove- 
nants entered  into  with  God,  apd  by  his 
appointment,  fuch  as  that  we  lately  confi- 
dered  in  the  xxivth  of  Exodus.  And  to  fuch 
*nn:i  n^  Covenant  in  this  text  mnft  be  re- 
ftrained.  And  therefore  it  doth  not  prove 
that  every  Civil  agreement  or  covenant  be- 
tween Man  and  Man  was  entered  into  or 
ratified  in  the  like  folemn  and  religious 
manner. 

But  he  fays  further,  that  allowing  "  a  Qh 
*^  venant  was  made  by  Sacrifice^  looks  fo  fa- 
^\  vourably  towards  the  H — ^n  notion,  that 
^^  joining  in  afacrifice  together y  and  jointly 
•^  killing  ity  and fprinkling  them/elves  with  its 
"  bloody  was  underfioodas  equivalent  tomaking 
"  a  covenant  y  and  became  a  common  phrafe  to 
*'  thatpurpojcy  that  he  hopes  it  will  abate  a 
"  litde  of  that  prejudice  which  the  novelty 
**  of  the  interpretation  has  raifed  againft  it/' 
p.  119. 

But  this  text  alone  feems  to  me  fuffici- 
ent  to  confute  the  H — ^n  notion :  and  to 
prove  that  to  make  a  covenant ^  and  to  joyi 

'    together 
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togefhcr  in  a  Sacrifice,  &c.  are  diftinft  thihgg^ 
tho'  the  one  doth  accompany  the  other : 
And  to  join  together  in  Sacrifice^  over  a  Sa- 
crifice, is  not  equivalent  with  making  a  cove-- 
nant  over  a  facrifice,  the  one  being  fenfd, 
the  other,  I  apprehend,  being  not  fo. 

Mr  Bate  obferves  (ibid.)  that  "  he  had 
«  not  met  with  this  text  in  Dr  Sharfs  Dif- 
*^  fertation,  tho'  it  feems  to  have  deferved  a 
"  confideration."  I  cannot  fo  juftly  fay 
how  that  omifliion  happened,  as  I  may  juft- 
ly hope  that  I  have  now  given  it  the  con- 
fideration  it  deferved,  and  have  fhewji  that 
Caratb  Beritby  the  diiputed  phrafe  in  it^ 
is  more  confiftently  rendered  in  our  ver- 
fion  by  making  a  covenant^  than  by  any  of 
the  ways  that  my  opponents  have  recom- 
mended. 

As  for  the  other  text,  where  the  Rite  of 
covenanting  is  expreflTed,  viz.  Jer.  xxxiv. 
1 8.  Mr  H.  thought  proper  in  the  plaCfc 
before  cited  (Trin.  of  the  Gent.  p.  366.) 
to  give  it  with  Berith  lintranflated,  which 
r  topk  notice  of  in  the  Dijfertations^  p.  1 14. 
He  cites  the  text  thus 

"  I  WILL  give  the  Men  that  have  tranf- 
"  grcfled  my  Berith^  which  have  Jiot  pef- 
**  formed  the  words  of  the  Berith^  which 
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**  inns  they  cut  off  before  me,  the  calf 
**  which  they  cut  in  twain,  apd  paffccj  be- 
*^  tween  the  parts  thereof." 

I  H  A  D  juft  pointed  at  the  difficukics 
here  in  making  the  Calf  Beritby  efpecially 
as  to  nna  nm.     The  words  of  Beritb. 

Mr  Aboab  anfwers  me,  p.  52.  with  ex- 
preffing  a  furprife,  how  I  can  queftion  a 
truth  fo  manifefiy  arid  obviouSy  even  to  com^ 
mon  obfervation.  "  Is  not  the  blood  of 
*^  Beritby  Exod.  xxxiv*  8.  an  evident  proof 
**  that  Beritb  is  the  very  Vidlim  ?  Is  not 
**  this  text  another  indifputable  proof,  that 
"  the  calf  that  was  cut  in  twain  is  called 
^*  Beritb  ?  This  explanation  of  thofe  two 
*^  texts  is  fo  natural,  that  it  muft  be  ad- 
'"  mitted  to  be  as  juft  as  two  and  two  that 
"  make  four,  by  all  men  of  Candour ;  in- 
"  fomuch  as  denying  it,  is  the  fame  as 
"  denying  Revelation,  Reafon,  and  Com- 
"  mon  Senfe/' 

Mr  Moody  alfo  tells  me,  "  this  Is  fo  full 
"  a  proof  that  the  Viftim  or  Sacrifice  is  cal- 
"  led  Beritb^  that  he  is  at  a  lofs  why  I 
"  brought  it. — Is  not  the  calf  here  called 
"  Beritby  and  what  we  render  make  a  Co^ 
«  venanty  expreflly  faid  to  be  ^  Sacrijice  V\ 
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If  it  is  £b  plain  a  cafe  thztJBeritb  means 
the  calf  in  this  text,  why  (o  much  ihy- 
nefs  in  tranflating  the  word  in  its  applica- 
tion to  the  Calf?  I  had  afked  {Dijerta- 
tionsy  p.  II5,)  "  If  we  fhould  tranflatc 
"  Berith  here,  and  render  it  purifier^ 
**  meaning  the  typical  purifier  or  calf, 
^  what  fenfe  fhall  we  make  oi  trunfgrejjing 
^'  the  purifier  V^ 

Plain  as  the  cafe  feems  to  be  to  my 
Opponents,  they  are  by  no  meahs  agreed 
in  their  Anfwer  to  this  Queftion. 

According  to  Mr  Aboab^  "  Beritb  is 
"  the  very  Vidlim,  and  typical  purifier  that 
"  was  cut  off."  p.  52.  And  in  this  fenfe 
^  he  there  tranllates  Wn  n»  D**13yn  ''  thl^ 
•^  Men  that  faffed  aver  my  purifier''  But 
what  he  means  by  pajfing  over  it,  he  doth 
not  explain,  nor  can  I  guefs.  That  phrafe 
doth  not  properly  exprefs  pajfing  between 
the  parts  of  it,  nor  doth  the  Hebrew  word 
which  he  fo  tranllates  *- 

Besides 

<•  The  Author  of  ^t^O^rifiioM  Plan^  (peaking  pf  n^JIt 
fn  a  Qote  at  the  foot  of  /.  23 «  tells  us, 

**  This  verb  is  ufcd  for  the  pafling  between  the  parts  of 
^*  the  Sacrifice,  whereby  the  parties  toa  covenant  expreiM 
«  their  Conieni,*' 

« 


BfislDES  God's  putifief-  flioulcl  itt  all 
teafbn  be  undferftdod  of  the  Antitype,  the 
Perfon  tyjiically  rcprcfented  by  the  calf: 

And  fo  Mr  Moody  Xakti  it  pi  133^  "  Was 
*^  not  every  trahfgreffion,  a  tranfgreffing  a- 
**  gainft  the  Purifier ^  and  the  tfcrms  of  his 
<^  Purification  r 

B  it  T  Mr  ]^dy  fhbuld  be  afked  here, 
whether  to  tranfgrefs  againji  any  perfon, 
be  6ver  expreffed  by  lay  ufed  with  that 
perforty  as  it  is  here  ufed  with  ^erith  ? 

And  xht  like  queiiion  may  be  aiked 
Mr  Bat^  who  takes  andther  way  of  reply-* 
ingto  mej  p^  163. 

WnAf  fenfe  fliall  w6  ftiake  of  tranf- 
greffing the  Purifier  ?  "  Why  pa£ting  him 
"  by,  and  difregardillg  him.  ^av  is  to 
••  /ij/J  ^^  or  go  b^md  a  thing.  And  this 
**  is  a  phrafe  for  contempt/' 

B  u  T  is  it  «ver  fo  ufed  ?  thd  Eflglifh 
|)hrafesmay  be  ufed  in  that  fenfe :  but  I  do 
not  rdcolled  that  *iiy  in  JHeirm;  ever  hath 

la  tiua 

ivfhtttht  applite  to  ^39  abTolattl/  wimi  can  only  b« 
£tid  when  it  is  ni^  with  "JO.  As  io  dim  zv.  wh^tie  this  Rite 
Isfifft  defciibed,  'Oer.  if.  Q'nurr  |a  nnjT*  And  in  thia 
tett  inns  la  nay^Tand  moftiy  ^0^^  bitimtn  the  parts 
thereof,  as  oar  tianflaton  have  rightly  given  it  at  the  end 
<if  die  vcrfe.    Bat  the  phrafe  now  nnder  confidexation  it 
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that  fignificatjon  oi  pqffing  by  which  implies 
contempt  J  though  it  hath  another  ?ind  con- 
trary fignification  that  implies  pardon  and 
forgivenefs. 

His  tranflation  of  the  verfe  in^.  120, 
is  this.  "  I  will  give  the  men  who  have 
"  tranfgreffed  my  purification y  which  have 
*^  not  performed  the  words  of  (or  that 
"  were  fpoke  with)  the  purification  which 
•*  they  flew  before  me  the  calf  which  they 
**  cut  in  twain/'  &c. 

Here  I  may  repeat  my  former  queflion 
in  DiJfertationSj  p.  11 5,     How  can  a  puri- 
fication or  the  terms  of  a  purification  be  faid 
to  be  ci^t  off?     Ox  ^  purification  (as  Mr 
Bate  now  words  it)  be  faid  to  be  flain  ? 

When  Mr  Bate  came  to  confider 
ihefe  and  the  like  exceptions  at/.  164.  he 
feemed  fenfible  enough  of  the  difficulty. 

For  firft  he  replies,  that  "  they  are 
"  not  faid  to  be  cut  off.  It  is  the  Beritb  which 
"  is  faid  to  be  cut  off/'  But  is  not  purifi- 
cation his  owii  tranflation  of  Berith  ? 

In   the  next  place  he  anfwers,  that— 
^  ."  Berith  is  both  purifier  and  purification^ 
i"  both  the  agent  and  the  aSiiony   which 
"  Beritb  they  cut  off." 


So 
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S  o  that  by  rendering  Beritb  purifica- 
tion at  p.  120.  and  referving  to  himfelf 
the  liberty  of  interpreting  it  of  a  purifier 
in  p.  164.  he  hopes  he  has  found  a  pafTage 
through  which  he  may  efcape  my  queries, 

B  u  T  on  what  grounds  of  Reafon,  or  on 
what  authorities  of  texts  doth  he  thus  vary 
the  fignification  of  the  fame  word  in  the 
fame  phrafe  ?  To  do  this  arbitrarily  is  not 
allowable  in  any  language,  and  leafl  of  all 
in  that,  in  which  it  is  infifted  that  no 
word  hath  more  than  one  meaning,  and 
therefore  in  which,  I  fuppofe,  no  phrafe 
hath  two  fenfes. 

But  there  is  one  query  more  behind. 
viz.  What  fenfe  ftiall  we  make  of  the 
words  of  the  Purifier  ?  — — "  The  words  of 
^^  ttiG  purification  Sacrifice  (fays  Mr  Bate 
"  ilfid.J  or  the  terms  and  articles  of  agree- 
"  mentthen  ratified."  p.  164.  Or  "  the 
"  words  of  J  or  that  were  fpoken  with  the 
**  purification^**  as  he  exprefTes  it  p.  1 20.-^ 
Can  he  produce  a  parallel  expreflion  that 
fhall  give  authority  to  this  expofition  ? 

M  R  Moody  interprets  nn  of  the  words 
or  things  of  the  Berith.  But  how  HJiT 
whether  conftrued  of  Wordsj  Terms^  or 
T7)ings^   can  be  applied  to  the  Calf,   the 

I  3  very 
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very  Viftim,  ^whiph  Mr  Aboab  md  Mr 
Moody  fay  is  meant  by  Beritb)  ieems  aif 
difficult  to  account  for,  a$  it  is  how  na:? 
pan  be  ufcd  in  the  fenfc  of  tranfgrejiltg  a- 
gainji  it.  Mr  Moody  fpems  to  think  tni'Tf 
may  be  explained  by  the  term  or  conditions 
upon  which  Beritb  was  cut  off.  But  thefc 
cannot  be  underftoqd  of  the  terms  or  cour 
dition^  of  the  jQain  creature,  but  arc  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  agreement  made 
upon  flaying  the  crpature,  as  Mr  ^at^ 
rightly  judges. 

But  however  they  mjiy  differ  froi^ 
each  other  in  their  own  conftfudions,  they 
agree  in  objefting  (Mr  Bate  p*  164*  Mr 
Moody  p.^135.)  againft  our  Tran|lator$  a§ 
having  tranfpofcd  the  words^  and  alfo  a^ 
having  inferted  WH  E  N  in  this  fentence 
without  authority .rr-T-r-^^»  they  cut  the 
calf  in  twaihr—-^  Whereas  they  faywben^ 
is  not  in  the  Hebrew/  But  there  is  nq 
.fdoubt,  I  think,  that  pur  Tranflator^ 
thought  wken  was  exprcfled  in  the  Hebrew 
by  "iwtty  which  has  that  fignification  h^ 
fcveral  other  places  *  as  may  be  feen  in 

Noldius. 

^  It  nay  be  faid,  apd  truly,  that  the.natural  order  of  tb^ 
*    Wrdsfpr  this  con'ftrujWon  of  Itt^^t  would  be  1^13  nitrjj 
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Noldius.  And  under'  this  conftrudion  of 
•itS^tf  the  patfage  is  made  intelligible,  and 
freed  ftom  jthofe  difficulties  that  attend 
Mr  H's  interpretation,  of  it. 

They  are  pleafed  indeed  to  fay  that  I 
have  preferred  our  tranflation  with  this  fault 
in  it,  becaufe  it  fpoke  more  to  my  purpofe. 
But  I  needed  not  to  have  preferred  it  fir 
that  renfon^  becaufe  there  is  another  way 
of  expounding  the  place  given  by  the 
Latin  tfanflator  of  the  Byriac  verfion, 
find  by  other  Interpreters,  ^which  is  equal- 
ly to  my  purpofe,  and  is  as  follows. 

They  conftrue  ^jy  with  "^TsTS^l  in  the 
beginning  of  the  verfe,  to  this  fenfe-^/ wi// 
make  the  tnefiy  who  &c.  as  the  Calf :  The 
noteof  finjflitiide  being  underftood,  as  it  is 
in  Chap,    xxvi,   J  8.   of    this    prophet — 

J  4  "  Skn 

SJlJ^n,  whereas  tbe  tc^t  kath  mib  nt!^K  bxsr{.  Bat  the 
n^taral  drder  is  not  always  obferved.  Whether  any  tranf- 
pofition  exactly  parallel  to  this  may  be  found,  I  know  not, 
but  there  is  one  pretty  like  it,  Ef^ek,  xxxiii.  l.  viz. 
M  When  I  bring  the  (Word  opon  a  land  ••—Hebrew. 
.  ;inn  n»^y  K»3K  O  pK  *f  A  land  wJIfeft  I  bring  k  fwdrd 
^*  i/pon  \kr**  as  it  is  rendered  in  the  margin  of  oar  Bibles. 
See  alfo  I/aiah  Ivii.  20.  ^at  there  are  fome  remarkable  J 
fkiftances  of  potting  '^^H  firft  where  it  would  nataralljr 
come  afterwards,  as  in  the  phftfe  rtin»  131  n»n  ltt*i< 
inflteid  <Jf  Wn  'Wl^nW  lai,  3>K  xiv.  I.  idfu  I- 
:^lyii.  I. 
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'**  Sim  fliall  be  plotted  like  a  field?  where 
the  Hebrew  is  "  Zion  a  field  fhall  be  plow- 

**ed"  urr\r\  me^  iw.    The  ufe  of^ni  to 

fignify  make  is  extrcamly  frequent  ^f*. 

Some  Covenants  were  antiently mado 
by  dividing  of  beafts,  and  the  parties  cove- 
nanting paffing  between  the;  faid  divided 
parts,  fignifying  that  ^^  fhould  they  be  cut 
afunder,  who  broke  that  Covenant  X*  So 
God  may  here  be  underftood  t;o  threaten, 
that  he  will  make  the  tranfgreffors  of  his  Co- 
venant like  the  G?^ which  they  cut  in  twain. 

'And 

f  T  H  E  R  E  is  alfo  a  third  tranflation  wHich  is  approv- 
ed by  feveral  interpreters,  wk.  The  covenant  inrkich  they 
.  made  before  me  BY  the  calf  which  they  cat  in  twain.  An<l 
had  it  been  baya  inftead  of  h^Vt^,  which  is  not  ytxy 
different,  this  had  been  clearly  right.  But  thcfe  Inter- 
preters think  an  Ellipfis  of  1  allowable.  Anil  fo  doth 
NoUius  in  the  i8ch  (it  (hould  be  the  19th)  fenfe,  in  which 
21  is  wanting:  Where  befides  this  inflance  he  produces 
feveral  others,  as  mn>  ^qE»  for  *Dl2?n,  By  my  nan^ 
Jehovah  was  I  not  known  unto  them.  Exod.  vi.  3. 

j;  Nam  foedus  pangentes  primo  jurabant,  *  poflea  trafi- 
bant  inter  partes  pecudis  quafi  dicerent  DJfcindatur  DMdan* 
tur  Ejus  membra  :  Fiat  Jpcut  peeus  iftud  qui  juramentun^ 
violaverit.     ilf.  de  Calajio  in  verbo  Carath, 

Nam  fignificabat  Ritus  ille,  ut  fiquis  dolo  malo  diA 
cefliflet  a  poUicitis,  ilium  quoque  fecaret  Dominus  et  oc-s 
cideret  horrende.  Munfter.  This  paffage  is  quoted  hf 
Ml*  Moody ^  p.  133.  in  the  note. 

Ann  Mr  Mide jtifflzisa  the  Rite  in  the  iame  ipann^f^ 
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And  to  this  conftrudion  many  *  of  the 
Interpreters  incline.  And  even  of  thofe  -f 
who  refer  tV'n  nai  to  S^yn,  and  render 
the  latter  in  the  genitive  cafe,  there  are 
none  who  expound  Berith  of  the  Fi£}im 
or  Calfy  but  underftand  it  m.  the  manner 
exprefled  by  Vatablus^  viz.——"  Alii  in 
^*  genitivo  vertunt  repetitis  praecedentibus 
^*  verbis  Verba  Foederisy  inquam  VituU. 
**  i.  c.  iQii  m9<^ato  Vitulo.  In  foedere 
*^  pangendo/'  &c.  ■  And  fo  far  is  this 
text  from  being  an  evident  proof  that  Be^ 
rith  was  the  very  FiSHniy  (and  that  to  deny 
it  is  the  fame  with  *  denying  revelation ^  rea- 
fonj^  and  common  fenfe)  that  excepting  Mr  H. 
,  and  his  followers  in  this  matter,  it  doth 
not  appear  to  me  that  there  was  ever  yet 
an  interpreter  that  did  affirm  it. 

Mr  Moody  in  a  note  upon  this  cove- 
nanting Rite,  at/.  13J.  fp?ak$  of  "  God 
"  threatning  in  his  Law  by  the  Sacrifcial 

^'  word  rro'' 

Bu  T  let  hini  take  his  Concordance  and 
try  whether  he  cap  find  Carath  (without 
^^gging  his  Queftion  about  Carath  Beritb) 
fo  ihuch  as  once  ufed,  (fave  only  in  this 

Account 

*  Oarius^  Sanaiut,  *  Lorinus,  Calmit,   Uou 
^  firiniis,  Lfranw,  Di^nyfius^  &Q. 
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Acc&^nt  of  the    covenanting  Rite  1^*0 
to»3l8^3)  as  a  Sacrificial  Word. 

He  cannot  furely  account  ilfoknLeVf 
?cxii.  24.  "  Yc  fliall  not  offer  unto  the 
'*  Lord  that  which  is  bruifed,  or  crufhed, 
f^  at  broken,  or  cuf'  (rVin^S)  where  it  neit- 
ACT  fignifics  cut  off^  nor  eta  in  pieces y  or 
divided  in  twain.  And  although  it  be 
uicd  in  relation  to  Sacrifice,  it  is  in  9l  pror 
hibked  circumilance,  or  uied  of  that  M^ich 
might  not  be  facrificed.. 

So  agttiti  I  prefunie  he  will  not  claim 
it  as  a  Sacrificial  term^in  Joeli,  g^  ^*  The 
•*  topat-ofiTering  and  the  drihkfoffetihg  is 
*«  cut  off  from  the  lipufe  erf  the  hot^r — 
•TDH  ?lr»5»  il^lin,  where  it  ^eithjar  figni- 
fics aa  afunder^  cut  in  pieces^  fior  cut  offy 
in  the  fenfe  oi  flaying  ViSHtmy  but  only 
meahs  that  thefe  offerings  were  lacking^ 
had  ceafedy  and  ^wefe  no  w^r^.-— ?^The 
dearfii  had  dcftroyed  botn  the  corn  and 
the  wine,  and  had  thereby  caufcd  a  fufr 

;  pcnfibn  <X  thefe  Offerings  in  the  Temple; 
1  p  Caratb  were  aft  tfud  term  iti  Bar 

[  crificki^,   it  is  ft^arige  it  fliould  not  be 
found  among  the  Sacrificial  terms  in  the 

[  five  firft  Chapters  qf  Leviticus.    To  flay  a 

I  5tf:rr/)fc<j- whether  from  the  Herd  w  the 

Fold, 
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fold^  is  ahayt  (|  think)  tSTttt^,  though 
pne  would  imagine)  from  what  my  Oppe^ 
lients  affirm,  that  ^  was  ah»ays  STO,  Thff 
verbs  ufed  in  the  d^sfprijAioh  of  the  Ani*' 
mal  Sacrifice  are  pretty  w^U  known,  or 
i)iay  eafily  be  cplle£ted  eithtr  from  Scrip- 
ture^  cm:  ^om  the  Writiers  on  die  Tem{4e 
iSteryke  *.  Yet  n*0,  fo  far  as  I  am  find, 
^  neither  ^ufld  applied  as  a  tierm  of  Sa-p 
pri6ce  m  th.^  whc4e  L^vitical  Law  ^f*,  ntfr 
jn  any  of  th^  writers  upon  it,  till  yft  find 
,  it  fo  applied  in  Mr  Ws  Works. 

And  it  .is  06  ilratige  that  ivni,  if.lt 
l^vcr  figpifies  theyiBim^  as  is  pretended, 
^ould  never  be  inet  with^  fave  once>'  kk 
the  firft  -twenty  Chapters  of  Leviticm^ 
where  the  Ammal  Sacrifices  are  treated  ^, 
and  the  order  of  them  prefcrib^;  and  iq 
^at  qjxp  place  that  it  ^Kruld  be  mentionod  j 

only 

-  1^  Sfinceft  Outnm*  R^i^M^f  ^^f^,  ^oad  b^ts,  wliQ 
Iiave  uroce  tegdy  cm  this  Si^j^a. 
.  t  The  Sacri^cial  Verbs  ^aie  Dni2f  la  Jlajn^  Dt2?D»  Jjerm? 
artf  to  ^^^.  1in)  mimiratim  tUvidire^  ta  of/  /«  psiCiSm 
nDi>  or  n^Qpr^  ^Mtn,  to  ^«r».  j>Vd  feindtrttf  tmgtif 
Jif^rs,  to  wrench  tff,  or  /#iir  wi/it  /i>#  irii//,  ufed  in  kil- 
iing  birds  fpr  facrifice.  ^13  in  jH/>ift/7  fiparf^rif  to  ^^Irvf  A 
a/under*  VD12^  finden^  to  elanfi^  bat  fo,  as  not  to  (ep^*- 
late.— T-^-And  in:  die  Kite  intuMdifinMs  *]trq  *)fO,  (r/9. 
?t?.  10.    CyW3  D13j  yrr.xaiv.  19. 
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only  as  an  appurtenance  fo  a  meat-offertng 
of  flour,  and  not  to  an  Animal  cut  off^  viz. 
Lev.vl.  13.  "  Neither  (halt  thou  fufFer 
"  the  fait  of  (the  Covenant)  nn^l  of  thy 
"  God,  to  bp  lacking  from  thy  meat^ffer-^ 
"  ing,  nniO  "  That  it  fliouki  neither  be 
mentioned  among  the  general^  nor  amcxig 
tht  fecial  terms  of  diftindlion  between  the 
Animal  Sacrifices ;  though  there  are  no 
lefs  than  feveri  or  eight  of  them  *.  And 
yet  we  neither  find  among  them  MrH/s 
Beritby  nor  Mr  Bate^  Purification  Satrificeg 

'  nor  Mr  Moody  s  Faitb^ffering.  ' 

In  the  fame  note,  p.  133.  Mr  Moody 
begs  to  obferve  further,  that  "  if  the  faft 
*^  of  Abraham  gave  rife  to  the  Rite  of  in^ 
*^  eundi  foederis^  and  this  fadt  be  termed 
**  nna  ma,  then  th^fe  words  will  fignify 
^*  to  cut  off  a  ViBim  in  Sacrifice^  and  the' 
[^  ViSHm^  or  thing  cut  offy  is  called  Beritb.'' 

,  So  faid  Mr  H.  as  I  obferved  above : 
And  upon  his  faying  fo  hath  this  notion 
been  propagated  by  his  followers,  that  in 

,  the  places  of  Scripture  where  nni  FTO 

occurs 


ck:curs  ^^  a  Sacrificial  AQ:  muft  be  fuppo&d 
^^  to  have  been  performed." 

But  Jbrahanih  Fa£l  mentioned,  in 
Gen.  XV.  was,  as  I  took  notice  of  above, 
a  diftind:  thing  from  virhat  is  termed  in 
the  fame  narration  Caratb  Beritb.  For 
though  ^r^^m  divided  the  beafts  by  God's 
order,  it  was  God  himfelf  that  did  Cerotb 
Beritb  with  jibraham  in  that  day,  and  on 
that  occafion,  by  faying  to  him  what  is  re- 
corded in  verfe  i8th,  &c.  And  what 
ground  is  there  for  interpreting  Caratb  Be^ 
rith  afcribed  to  God  in  ver.  i8.  by  •iHi* 
•pna  DDK  be  divided  tbe  animals  m  ver.  lo. 
which  was  the  Aft  of  Abrabam  introduc- 
tory to  God's  Promife ;  or  to  infer  from 
this  Covenanting  Rite,  that  Caratb  Beritb 
fignifies  to  Jlay  a  ViSHm  in  Sacrifice,  how-^ 
foever  or  wherefoever  performed. 

Nor  is  there  any  better  ground  for 
what  Mr  Maody  further  fays  in  the  fame 
place,  viz. 

"If  the  Idea  of  purification  be  con- 
"  veyed  by  the  fad:  of  Sacrifice,  as  the 
**  Do6lor  confeffes  below,  then  the  idea  of 
^*  purification  is  conveyed  by  Beritb!* 

Fon 


PotL  tkough  I  might  confefs  liiit  £(i 
Sacrifices  were  means  of  purification^  yet^ 
I  neither  allowed  that.Uny  of  the  Sacri^ 
fices  was  called  at  any  time  Beritky  noi^ 
that  the  purification  of  which  the  Sacri^ 
fices  were  the  means,  was  at  any  time  ex-* 
prefled  by  Beritb^  or  by  any  word  dtrivtd 
from  y\2. 


SECT. 
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SECT,  xiv; 


IT  is  altogether  tipoft  this  Notion  ot^ 
there  being  an  Animal  Sacrifice  ofFer- 
ed  on  every  oecafion  upon  which  Caratb 
Beritb  is  mentioned ;  that  my  Opponents 
endeavour  to  prove  a  real  Sacrifice  was  of- 
£ered  on  ibme  occaiions,  on  which  I  had 
^d  a  Sacrifice  could  not  be  fuppoied  to 
have  intervened^    . 

The  inftances  of  this  kind  I  had  refer- 
red to  in^.  99.— were  yojh.  ix.  16.  Where 
the  Gibeonites  by  craft  naake  a  treaty  with 
Jojhuai  I  Sam.  xxiii.  iS.  Where  Dai^id 
and  "Jonathan  enter  fecretly  into  covenant 
in  a  wood,  and  zCbron.  xxiii*  i.  where 
"Jihdada  ftrengthened  himfelf  by  taking' 
the  Captains  of  Hundreds  into  covenant 
with  him.  ——  I  added,  at  p.  io6»  that 
there  was  not  in  any  of  thefe  cafe^  (as  far 
as  appeared)  ^  any  Rite    or  Ceremonyf 

«  lifcd 


««  ufcd  that  might  denote  the  cutting  off  a 
«  Puriferr 

T  o  this  Mr  Moody,  p.  119. —  "  What 
«*  will  not  Dodlors  fay  ? — How  doth  this 
"  appear  ?  I  wifh  the  Dod:pr  had  given 
«•  us  his  reafons  rather  than  his  Ipfe  dixit^ 
"  which  is  not  Arijiotelian  enough  abfo- 
**  lutely  to  acquiefce  in."  &c. 

My  reafons^  I  believe,  were  omitted, 
.partly  for  brevity's  fake,  and  partly  be- 
caufe  I  thought  them  fo  obvious,  that  they 
would  offer  themfelves  to  the  Reader  up- 
on his  turning  to  thofe  texts  to  which  I 
referred  him. 

But  here  they  fhall  follow  by  way  of 
anfwer  to  what  He  and  my  other  Oppo- 
nents have  faid  upon  thefe  paiTages. 

With  regard  to  the  firft  text,  y^. 
ix.  16.  MtBate  aiks,  p.  136.  "Was  it 
**  not  highly  probable  that  a  Saerijke 
<*  fhould  be  offered  for  the  Gibeonites^ 
"  when  they  came  on  purpofe  to  acknow- 
*<  ledge  the  God  of  Ifrael?  And  how 
••  could  they  acknowledge  him,  that  is, 
•^  by  what  public  Aft,  in  thofe  days,  but 
*^  by  Sacrifice  ?'' 

Yet,  I  think,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
It  is    not    probable    the  IfraeliteSy    with 

Jofiua 
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yojhua  at  their  head,  fliOuld  either  facri- 
fice  with  the  Gentiles,  or  for  the  Gentiles^ 
or  fhould  fuiFer  the  Gentiles  to  communi- 
cate with  them  in  any  of  the  Sacrifices 
that  God  had  fo  lately  inftituted  by  Mofei^ 
By  the  Law  no  permiflion  is  given  to  fa- 
crific6  with  Strangers,  of  lincircumcifed 
perfons:  The  Law  is  exprefs  that  iiO 
Stranger  could  eat  of  the  Paifover,  Exod. 
xii^  43.  Neither  might  any  uricircurn- 
gifed  person  do  fo,  vef.  48.  And  I  take 
the  cafe  to  be  the  fame  in  refpeft  of  all 
the  other  Sacrifices  which  vfttt  of  the  Le- 
gal Inftitution  *. 

The  Gibeonites  likewife  rhade  nd  other 
acknowledgment  (f  the  God  of  Ifrael  than  by 
the  declfiration  of  their  Embafladors 
ver.  9.  **  t'roni  a  very  far  country  are 
"  we  come,  becaufe  of  the  naiiie  of  th^ 
"  Lord  thy  God,  for  we  have  heard  the 
"  fame   of  him   and  all    that   he"  did  ill 

♦  A  Stranger,  it  is  faid,  was  allowed  to  offer  a  Sacri- 
fice to  God  at  his  own  cofts  and  charges.  But  thefe  Sa- 
crifices are  limited,  by  thofe  who  hold  this  opinion,  to 
fach  as  had  been  ufually  offered  before  the  Levicicai  Law. 
(See  Setden  dejiire  )^dt,  &f  Gent,)  But  ftill  it  doth  not  ap- 
pear, that  the  Jews  joined  with  th6  Gentiles  in  thefe  facai- 
fices  on  any  occafion. ,  And  the  prefumption  that  they  did 
it  DOC  is  jufk  and  reafonable. 

PartIL  K  ''  Egypt  *\ 


[  I30  1 
"  Egypt J^  This  amounts  only  to  an  ac- 
knowledgment that  the  God  of  the  £&- 
brews  was  a  powerful  Gody  but  not  that  he 
was,  the  only  true  God.  However,  fo  far 
as  it  went,  it  was  an  adt  public  enough, 
and  needed  not  any  Sacrifice  to  ratify  it. 
Neither  was  the  aft  which  is  cxprefled 
by  Carath  Beritb  afcribed  to  the  Gibeonites 
as  their  acknowledgment  of  God,  but 
was  the  aft  of  Jojhua.  Compare,  ver.  7, 
15,  16. 

Mr  Bate  J  p.  137.  "  Were  not  Cove- 
**  nants  formerly  confirmed  by  Sacrifices  ?" 

Mr  Moody,  p.  119.  "  Was  not  cutting 
"  off  Beritb  in  facrifice  the  conftant  ufual 
"  ceremony  irt  all  fuch  cafes  ?" 

We  have  no  inftance  of  Covenants  be-- 
tween  men  made  by  Sacrifice  in  thofe 
femes,  nor  in '  after  times  among  the  If-^ 
raelites.  We  have  no  inftance  of  any  co- 
venanting Rite  by  a  Jlain  creature,  fave 
that  mentioned  in  Gen..xv.  and  Jer.  xxxiv. 
Or  of  Covenants  ratified  by  Sacrifices,  ex- 
cepting fuch  as  were  made  with  God. 
In  neither  of  which  cafes  is  Carath  ufed 
in  the  fenfe  of  cutting  offm  Sacrifice. 

We  have  indeed  an  inftance  of  cove^ 
wanting  ^by  Writing,  Signing,  and  Sealing^ 

Neb. 


Neb.  k.  And  we  frequently  read  In  other 
Authors  of  covenants  anoiong  the  Gentiles 
made  or  confirmed  by  idolatrous  facri*^ 
iices.  But  what  was  done  among  the 
Gentiles  (on  which  head  Mr  Bate  is  very 
particular  and  very  learned^  p.  137.  and 
calls  it  a  nenxr-^failing  cufiomary  way, p.  138.) 
^W2c&  latey  compared  to  the  times  we  now 
fpeak  of}  and  will  not  ferve  for  a  proof  of 
a  facrifice  at  JoJhud%  treaty  with  the  G/- 
beonttts. 

Mr  Moody  alks  "  how  thefe  treaties  and 
"  covenants  {yiz.  between  man  and  man) 
"  were  made  ?.  Some  rite,  fome  ceremony 
"  muft  be  ufed." 

True  ;  but  if  1  cannot  point  out  the 
particular  rite  or  ceremony  ufed  in  cafes  of 
covenants  between  men  amongft  the  an- 
cient HebrenvSy  it  will  not  follow,  as  he 
feems  to  think,  that  Sacrifice  muft  be  the 
JRite,  or  that  no  Covenant  could  be  made 
without  cutting  off  a  purifier. 

SU^EARING  to  each  other  was  one 
method  of  binding  to  contradts,  before/ 
and  in  the  times  of  "Jofi^ua  -,  whence  the 
propriety  of  nna  Covenant^  ufed  with 
V2tt^ijwearingy  Deut.vf.j^i. — andviii.  18. 
And  the  propriety  and  ufe  of  nbt*  adjur-- 
K  2  ing 
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ing  in  the  making  and  confirniing.  of  Co- 
venants^   Gen.  xxvi.   28.   Deut.  xxix,   12. 
(fee  Covenants  ratified  by  Oathy    Gen.  xxi. 
-3 1 . — xxvi.  31. — ^xxxi.  53. — xlvii,  31.. 
yojh.ii.  12,   17.)  and  in  niany  cafes  we 
find  fome  ceremony  was  ufed  afong:  with 
the  Oath.     As  the  giving  of  a  pledge,  or 
earneft  of  friendfhip.     So  Jibraham  gave 
fheep  and   oxen   to  Abimelech  when  he 
fware  to  a  Covenant  with  him  at  Beer- 
Jheba.     And  feven  ewe  lambs j^r  a  wiinefs 
of  Abraham's  claims  by  that  covenant y  Gen. 
xxi.  27,  28,  30,  31.     Oz  Jetting  up  a  Jione 
for  a  memorial,  as  Jacob's  Heap  of  tFitnefs 
between    himfelf  and  Laban^    when  he 
fware  unto  him,  and  adjured  him,  Gen. 
xxxi.  45,  53.     Or  putting  the  hand  un- 
der the  thigh,  as  Jacob  required  Jofephxo 
do,  when  he  made  him  fwear  concerning 
his  burial  in  Canaan^  Gen.  xlvii.  29,  30,  31. 
Or  giving  a  true  token j    Jojh.n.  12.  iilK 
riDK,  a  token  of  truths  or  fidelity :  as  Ra- 
hab  the  harlot  required  of  the  fpies,  when 
ihe  fwore  them.      Or  laftly,    and  above 
all.  Eating  and  drinking  together,  which 
is  particularly  recorded  in  moft  of  the  Co- 
venants   abovementioned*      Upon   which 
Mr  Mede  fays,  "  it  was  the  univerfal*  cu- 

«*  ftooi 
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«  ftom  of  mankind,  to  make  leagues  and 
**  friendfhips  by  eating  and  drinking  toge^ 
ther.  When  Ifaac  made  a  covenant 
with  Abimelech  King  of  Gerar^  he  made 

him a  feaft,    and  they  did  eat  and 

"  drink,  Gen.  xxvi.  30,  31.  When  Jacob 
"  made  a  covenant  with  Laban^  he  made 
"  him  a  feaft,  and  called  his  Brethren  to 
"  eat  bread,  Gen.  xxxi.  54.  When  David 
"  made  a  league  with  Abner^  he  made  a 
"  feaft  for  him,  and  the  men  that  came 
"  with  him,  2  Sam.  iii.  20.  Hence  in  thi 
"  Hebrew  tongue  a  Covenant^  is  called 
*'  nnn  of  n*in  to  eat,  as  if  they  ftiould 
"  fay  ^«  Eating ;  which  derivation  is  fo 
"  natural,  that  it  defcrves  to  be  preferred 
"  before  that  from  the  other  fignificatiort 
"  of  the  .fame  verb  which  is  to  clxofe. 
"  And  this  will  fyffice  for  the  cuftom  of 
"  the  Hebrews/'  Book  II.  p.  370.  Fd. 
1672. 

Thus  far  Mr  Mcde^  and  I  hope  in  fi^ 
tisfadtion  of  Mr  MQody\  Queftion  hciv 
Treaties  and  Covenants  'were  made  ?  I  have 
brought  together  fomething  more  upon  it 
here,  than  may  feem  ftriftly  needful,  be- 
caufc  he  has  reproved  me,  p.  120.  for  fay-  ' 
ing  nothing  upon  this  point  before, 

K3  I 
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I  READILY  apprehend  what  it  is  he 
will  reply  to  this,  viz.  that  thefe  were 
feafts  on  what  had  been  facrificed.  For 
which  notion  fome  countenance  feems  to 
be  given  in  the  inftance  of  Jacolf  and  La^ 
ban^  becaufe  it  is  faid,  Gen.  xxxi.  54, 
nnt  npr  na;n.  "  And  "^acob  offered  Sa- 
•'  crifice."  But  as  our  Tranflators  have 
-4Dbferved  the  words  fignify  alfo,  and  might 
have  been  rendered,  be  killed  beajis :  Heb, 
he  Jlew  a  Jlaugbter :  And  therefore 
there  is  no  room  to  inlift  upon  the  im- 
portant adt  of  a  facrifice  preceding  the 
fcaft  on  this  occafion  5  efpecially  as  there 
is  no  mention  or  intimation  of  a  facrifice 
in  the  other  inftances  given  of  covenants 
made  by  feafting/ 

To  go  on  with  the  text  under  confider** 
fttion,.  "  There  is  good  reafon  (fays 
**  Mr  Bate)  to  conclude,  had  we  met  with 
**  the  phrafe  in  no  other  part  of  Scripture 
.*<  than  this,  that  the  making  a  league  or 
"  peace  was  fomething  different  from  cut-r 
"  ting  off  a  Berith.  Jojhua  made  a  peace 
^'  with  them,  and  cut  off  a  purifier  for 
**  them.  Making  a  peace^  and  making  a 
^*  league  are  a  tautology^  flat,  and  unnecef- 
«  fary/' />.  138, 

Repe* 


Repetitions  are  not  always  ufelefsj 
they  fometimes  ftrengthen  the  impreflion 
of  what  is  faid.  There  are  many  of  them 
in  Scripture,  which  it  would  be  irreverent 
to  condemn  as  tautologies^  flat  and  unne- 
cejfary.  However  making  peace  may  well 
be  underftood  to  mean  a  fimple  prontifey 
and  making  a  covenant  to  mean  a  more  fo-f 
lemn  engagement  by  fome  further  form, 
which  needs  not  be  zfacriflce^  there  being 
fcveral  others* 

The  league  made  by  Jojhua  with  the 
Gibeonites  was  DJlVnS  nn2  a, league  with 
them  to  let  them  live.  A  ftipulation  with 
them,  an  affurance,  on  their  fubmiffion  to 
him,  that  he  would  not  deflrty  them. 

The  Ifraelites  we  know  were  prohibited 
from  making  covenants  with  any  of  the 
-fevcn  nations  whom  they  were  command- 
ed to  root  out,  Exod.  xxiii.  32/  But  to 
make  peace  with  other  nations  they  were 
not  prohibited,  Deut.  xx.  Thefe  laws  ac- 
count for  yojhud^  queftion  to  the  Gibeo- 
ttites^  while  he  fufpefted  they  might  be 
inhabitants  of  the  land,  or  of  the  cities  of 
the  fevcn  nations,  in  which  he  was  to  fave 
alive  nothing  that  breathed — "  Peradven- 
*^  ture  ye  live  among  us  —  ^'7  nnDK  I^M 

K  4  "  nna 
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*'  nn2 — And  how  fliall  I  make  a  league 
"  with  you  ?"  ver.  7.  But  after  he  was  in- 
duced by  their  fraud*  to  believe  they  were 
foreigners,  he  entered  into  treaty  with 
them  as  the  Law  did  allow,  and  cove-^ 
nanted,  as  he  might  both  juftly  and  pru-^ 
dently  do,  that  he  would  hot  invade  them 
in  an  hoftile  manner,  or  attempt  to  de- 
ftroy  them  as  he  did  the  nations  in  Canaan. 
Taking  the  Hiflory  therefore  in  this  light, 
what  Jojhua  and  the  Elders  did  in  admit- 
ting the  Gibeonites  to  fuch  a  covenant,  is 
agreeable  to  the  Law  of  God  which  had 
been  lately  given  them.  But  to  interpret 
it  of  a  facrifice  ivtth  or  for  a  foreign  peo- 
ple that  yoJl:ua  might  not  dejiroy  them^ 
makes  it  a  proceeding  not  eafy  to  be  ac- 
counted for. 

But  perhaps  there  was  fomething 
more  in  this  League  than  our  Tranflation 
hath  expreffed,  DnVPll  nni  may  be  ex- 
pounded to  preferve  their  lives  *  againft 
their  enemies  3    or  to  take  their  lives  into 

his 
"^ 

♦  So  Pfal.  xxxiii.  19.  CDnvn^  to  keep  (them J  alive, 
viz.  in  famine.  Gen.  vii.  3.  y^?  VWnb  to  keep  feed  alive. 
Jer.  xlix.  I'l.  n*nH  >:K  I  ivi/I  pre/erve  {them)  a/ive.  Pfal. 
XXX.  3  '3n*>n  Tl^ou  haft  kept  my  foul  alive.  Jn  all  thefe 
fnMnces  the  verb  is  in  Pike/,  ^d  fsgnifies  mor#than  bare]y 
Juffering  to  live* 


[  137  ]    _ 
his  proteftion*     And  as  this  is  what  the 

craft/  Gibeonites  might  chiefly  aim  at, 
knowing  the  difpofitions  of  their  neigh-, 
bouring  Canaanites^  and  forefeeing'  what 
did  afterwards  happen,  (next  chap.  ver.  4.) 
fo  Jojhua  alfo  might  think  it  advifable, 
while  he  fuppofed  them  a  foreign  people, 
to  engage  that  he  would  defend  them,, 
(and  more  efpecially  againft  any  incurfions 
of  the  Canaanites)  rather  than  by  difap- 
pointing  the  defign  of  their  Embaffage, 
leave  them  at  liberty  to  join  their  arms 
"againft  him.  -  And  in  fa<fl  we  find  that  he 
was  foon  after  obliged  to  perform  this  fti- 
pulation.  For  when  the  Canaanites  gather- 
ed together  to  fmitc  Gibeon  for  making  a 
league  with  him,  (chap.  x.  4.)  The  Gibe- 
onites fent  to  him  faying,  "  Come  up  to  us 
"  quickly  and  fave  us,  and  help  us,"  ver.  6. 
which  he  did  effectually,  as  is  related  in 
this  chapter. 

And  if  this  be  the  true  fenfe  of  the 
words  DnVPll  n^^D  in  the  prefent  paflage. 
Such  a  Covenant  was  much  more  than  mak-- 
ing  peace ^  and  fcarcely  leaves  the  fhadow 
of  a  tautology. 

But"  can  It  be  fuppofed  (fays  Mr 
**  Moody ^  p.  119.')  that  as  they  {yiz.  the 

*'  Gibe- 
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^  Gibetmitef)  were  confcious  of  their  fraud,  . 
"  they  wcmld  not  have  the  ftrongeft  fe- 
**  curity  they  could  ?  And  this  was  facri- 
***fice,  cutting  off  Beritb^  and  pafling  be- 
**  tween  the  divided  parts  of  the  facrifice, 
*'  as  we  learn,  Gen.  xv.  and  Jer.  xxxiv/' 

Instead  of  cutting  off Berith^  if  this 
covenanting  rite  was  in  view,  he  fhould 
have  faid  cutting  Berith  in  t*wain.  But 
there  feems  no  reafon  to  fuppofe  yojhua 
and  the  Elders  muft  go  through  thefe  for- 
malities to  give  fatisfadlion  to  ftrangers,  \ 
who  appeared  ready  to  accept  with  glad- 
nefs  any  fecurity  they  could  obtain.  An 
Oath  from  the  Princes  of  the  Congrega- 
tion, whether  it  was  that  their  lives  fhould 
be  faved  or  protedted,  feemed  fufficient. 
Nor  is  it  likely  that  the  Gibeonites  Ihould 
propofe  a  Sacrifice  with  them,  when  they 
faid  nnn  ^h  ima  ver.  6.  A  Covenant  in 
their  favour  they  might  obtain  by  their 
fraud,  but  a  facrifice  on  their  behalf  there 
feemed  little  hopes  of,  confidering  the  dif- 
ference of  their  Religious  Inftitutions^ 
And  as /he  Treaty  to  which  the  Princes 
fware  was  DHVnS  to  fave  their  lives  or  to 
prote<a  them,  there  appears  no  more  rea-^ 
fon  (o  fuppofe  a  Sacrifice  was  made  upon 

it. 
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it,  than  in  the  cafe  of  Kabab  the  harlot, 
to  whom  the  fpics  fwore  that  they  wouJ4 
fave  alive  her  Father,  Mother,  sind  Bre- 
thren, and  would  deal  kiadly  and  truly 
with  diem,  y<(fh.n.  13,  14. 

The  next  place  I  had  referred  to  for  a 
Carath  Berith  without  fuppofing  a  facri- 
fice,  was  I  Sam.  xxiii.  18.  Where  David 
and  Jonathan  enter  fecretly  Into  covenant 
in  a  wood.     Dijfertatiom^  p.  99. 

Mr  Bate  obfcrves,  **  The  text  iays  no^ 
•^  thing  about  their  doing  it  fecretly^'* 
p.  139,  JBut  the  circumftances  of  the 
ftory  in  the  context  make  it  necel&ry  to 
underftand  its  being  ^ont  fecretly. 

The  Ziphites  inform  Sauly  ver.  19^ 
*^  That  David  hid  himfelf  in  fkrong  holds 
"  rw^n^y  Saul  replied,  "  Know  and 
"  fee  his  place  where  his  haui?t  is,  for  it 
^*  is  told  me  he  dealeth  very  fubtilly*  Sec 
^*  and  take  knowledge  of  all  the  lurking 
«*  places  where  he  hidcth  himfelf,"  ver. 
22,  23. 

Is  it  probable  in  diis  fituation  he  fhould 
perform  a  folemn  facrifice  with  Jonatbany 
who  had  as  much  reafcm  to  concejd  from 
Saul  his  conference  with  Davidj  as  David 
Jiad  to  conceal  his  ahd^  f 

Mr 
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Mr  Bate  fays  there  is  no  great  reafon 
to  think  ne^^in  whither  Jonathan  went 
down  to  David  was  a  woody  but  "  a  place 
«  fo  called."  p.  140.  But  tj^npi  certainly 
fignifies  a  wood,  and  Mr  Bate  has  given 
no  proof  that  JlE^^n  is  ever  the  proper 
name  of  a  place.  A  wood  is  much  more 
capable  than;  a  town  of  the  ftrong  holds 
and  lurking  places  mentioned  in  the  con- 
text. At  leaft  there  is  great  reafon  to 
think  it  was  a  place  proper  for  David  to 
hide  himfelf,  and  lurk  in,  and  improper 
for  a  facrifice  to  be  offered  in, 

The  text  fays,  ^bey  two  (DlTJtJ^)  made 
a  covenant  before  the  Lord.  Which 
further  denotes  privacy,  or  is  an  inti- 
mation that  they  two  were  alone.  But 
Mr  Moody  "  conceives  it  no  unreafonabie 
"  fuppofition  that  it  was  a  facrifice  in  the 
"  pref(Mice  of  Abiathar  the .  Prieft,  and 
«  Gad  the  prophet."  p.  ijib."    ' 

But  Jonathan  had  reafon  to  defire  the 
Utmoft  privacy,  and  the  ^c^tonly  fays  irt  the 
prefence  of  the  Lord,  whidi  Mr  Moody  chufes 
to  drop  5  I  prefume  becaufe  he  cannot  here 
confiftently  ufe  that  verfion  ofmn^^ioV 
which  he  elfewhere  gives,  viz.  before  the 
f^ces  of  Jehovah  s   as  this  facrifice  is  not 

fuppofed 
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fuppofed  by  hiiji.to  be  performed  in  the 
place  where  the  Ark  refted,  and  where 
the  Cherubim  to  which  his  tranflation  19 
adapted  reiid^d. 

Mr  Bate  makes  a  remark  from  Chap. 
XX.  8.  "  David  fays  to  Jonathanj  thou 
"  haft  brought  thy  fervant  into  the  Beritb 
"  of  Jehovah  with  thee,  which  feems  to 
«  make  it  probable,  that  Carath  Beritb  be- 
"  tween  them  was  fomething  different 
**  from  making  a  covenant  between  them, 
"  fince  it  was  bringing  him  into  the  Beritb 
"  of  God  with  him  s  and  this  looks  favour- 
**  able  to  our  conftrudtion,  that  cutting  off  f 
"  Berith  was  doing  fome  adt  that  united 
"  them  to  God  and  to  each  other  at  the  lame 
"  time,  which  I  prefume  it  will  not  he 
**  faid  a  bare  league  did  do,  but  fprinkling 
"  each  other  with  the  blood  of.  Berith 
"  moft  certainly  did/'^.  139.  ,  ,    : 

B  u  T  on  what  ground  doth  Mr  Bate 
fpeak  thus  knowingly  of  the  covenant- 
ing parties  fprinkling  each  other  with 
blood  ?  Can  he  produce,  or  doth  he  knowj 
an  inftance  where  Covenants  between  men 
were  fo  ratified,  among  the  Hebrews  ? 


rM4j 

th«  it  vm  a  vcr^  folenrn  one,  of  wUich 
Godwafi  witoefs. 

Chap,  xxiii.  i8.  And  they  two,  made 
a  Covenant  mn*  ♦ifiS  before  the  Lord^^ 
either  renewed  the  former  with  the  lame 
folemnity,  or  ftrengthned  it  by  further 
articles  and  clofer*  tics  ,  of  friendfhip, 
as  the^  occafiou  required,  from  the  ap- 
prehenfions  in  them  both  o£  David's  great- 
er danger  and  diftrefs,. 

The  remaining  text  is  2  Cbron.  xxiii.  u 
Where  Jehoiada  is  faid  to  have  ftrength- 
ned .bimfelf  by  taking  the  Captains  of 
hundreds  into  covenant  with  him. 

I  HAD  made  a  miftake  in  faying  p.  100. 
that  rrO  was  joined  with  VTOl  in  this  texf^ 
as  well  as  in  the  two  former :   for  the 

words  are,   n*nna  liDJ? HB^  flK  npn. 

But  neither  Mr  Bate  nor  Mv  Moody  in- 
form, me  of  this  flip.  But  the  former 
{hews  that  a  facrifice  might*  have  been 
offered  when  the  whole  congregation  (ver. 
3.)  is  fatid  ^So^  DJ?  nni  mi  In  the  houfe 
of  God:  And  if  thofe  words  could  be 
•Ihewn  to  fignify  facrijicingy  I  do  not  deny 
but  it  might  have  been  then  done.* 

Yet  verfe  ift  is  rightly  brought^among 
thofe  where  a  facrifice  cannot  be  fuppofed 

to 
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to  have  intervened.  And  to  reach  the 
point  Mr  Bate  fhould  have  fhewn  how 
Jeboiada's  taking  the  Captains  nnna  loy 
€an  imply  a  Sacrifice.  A  fcheme  was 
formed  for  a  change  in  the.  Government* 
And  it  was  not  ripe  for  execution  till  all 
the  Levites  and  the  chief  of  the  Fathers 
of  ^rael  were  convened  at  Jerufalem. 
Ver.  2.  Jehoiada  communicates  his  defign 
to  the  Captains  of  hundreds,  and  they 
entering  into  the  confederacy  with  him, 
*' went,  about  in  Judaby  and  gathered 
**  the  Levities  out  of  all  the  cities,  and 
**  the  chief  of  the  Fathers,  and  they  came 
"  to  yerufaletn.'*  And  then  indeed  when 
Jehoiada  had  fufficient  ftrength  about  him, 
he  and  the  people  might  have  covenanted 
with  the  King  over  a  Sacrifice  as  well  as 
any  other  way,  had  that  been  the  proper 
form  oi  fuch  covenants.  But  is  it  likely 
when  he  took  the  five  Captains  to  his  af- 
fiftance  in  this  affair,  that  they  might 
convene  the  Fathers,  &c.  he  fliould  do  it 
by  a  Sacrifice  or  by  any  public  adt  ?  ■■ 
Mr  Moody  indeed  fays  (and  it  is  all  he  fays 
upon  this  pafTage)  "  Would  he  not  do  it 
"  by  the  moft  folemn  binding  acS  ?  And 
*<  this  was  jS^^rj/Jr^."  p.  120. 
Part  II.  L  J  think 
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I  THiMK  not,  becaufe  fuch  i  folemn  z6k 
might  have  dctefted  and  betrayed  the  con* 
fpiracy  he  had  formed  againft  Athaliah^ 
and  the  concealment  of  the  enterpiife  muft 
be  fuppofed  to  have  been  more  in  his  view 
when  he  engaged  the  Captains,  than  the 
manner  of  binding  them  to  the  engagmcnt. 
And  no  method  furely  of  binding  them 
could  be  advifable,  which  at  the  fame 
time  might  have  hazarded  the  fuccefs  of  the 
whole  undertaking. 

I  DO  not  know  what  ftronger  proof  can 
be  expedted  of  a  negativey  than  what  t 
have  given,  that  Sacrifices  were  not  offered 
o;i  any  of  the  three  occafions  mentioneci 
in  the  texts  above.  In  all  which.  Cove- 
nants are  fo  ftrongly  proved  by  circum- 
ftances  in  the  narration,  that  my  oppo- 
nents themfelves  deny  them  not.  But  as 
for  Sacrifices  on  thofe  occafions,  for  rati- 
fication of  the  Covenants,  they  neither 
feem  to  have  been  required,  nor  could 
be  performed  without  either  great  doubtful-- 
nefs  as  to  the  legality  of  them,  dijiculty  as 
to  place y  or  danger  as  to  the  euent.  So 
that  if  there  ever  were  fuch  things  as  a- 
greements  made,  or  friendfhips  contracted 
by  the  Hebrews  without  a  Sacrifice,   we 

may 


■tun 

tti4y  Judgfe  thfeiri  to  hdve  been  made  With- 
out it  in  the  three  inflances  abovenlen'*- 
tionedk 

I  A  M  toM  indeed,  more  than  onee,  that 
I  confefs  Tro  to  be  a  term  taken  fr^'m  cut:- 
ting  c;^  animals  in  Sacrifice,  becauie  Ihave 
quoted  authors  who  feem  to  fey  To.  But 
ii  they  had  exprefily  faid  fo^  yet  as  1  quoted 
them  with  another  view,  viis.  to  (hew 
their  feveral  opinions  concerning  the  Ety- 
mology of  Berifb  (iis  may  be  fecft  hipr-^ 
tationsy  p.  89,  90,  91^  92,)  it  does  toot 
Follow  that  I  muft  admit  either  their  Ety- 
mologies, or  their  reafons  for  them. 

But  the  truth  is,  that  the  authors 
whom  I  cited,  when  they  fay,  "  OHfft 
^^  fcedeta  fciju  animalibm  (:onJirmari  Jble^ 
*^  bant^'"  as  Wttfiusi  or  ^^  In  fcederibm 
^^  femper  aliquid  exfcindebatury  *'  as  Fagius  \ 
or  "  In  fcedere  fanciendo  caiderentut  Vtc^ 
^^  timely  ut  quidam  dicuni^*'  as  Marius  1  do 
not  feem  to  mean  by  thefe  cxprcffions 
Sacrifice  in  general,  but  the  covenanting 
IRite  above  de&:ribed.  And  the  applying 
thefe  or  the  like  expeflion?,  as  Mr  fikfody 
^  does,  to  the  Sacrifices  under  the  Leoiticai 
Lmv^  (fee  lus  note  at  p.  133.)  is  gokig 
L  2  beyond 
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beyond    the    apparent    intention    of  the 
authors  who  ufe  fuch  expreflions. 

1  DO  not  indeed  deny  that  h^lD  may 
have  been  taken,  in  this  ufe  of  it  from 
the  dividing  of  animals  in  twain  (imD 
D^iB^a)  in  the  ancient  federal  rite :  For  in 
the  making  of  fome  folemn  "  Covenants 
"  it  appears  (as  Mr  H.  obferves.  Trin.  of 
^^  the  Gent.  p.  284.)  from  Gen.  xv.  and 
**  Jer.  xxxiv.  that  a  creature  was  divided 
**  in  two,  and  the  parties  paffed  between 
"  the  parts/'  But  at  the  fame  time  I 
think  with  Mr  Mede  *  that  it  may  alfo 
be  taken  from  killing  of  beafts  for  their 
ordinary  feafts  at  making  or  concluding 
Covenants,  which  he  fays,  they  did  not 
ufually  do  for  their  common  repaft. 

But 


*  T  H  I  s  jadidoQs  author  having^  fpoke  upon  Gmefis 
XV.  aiid  Jiremiab  zxxiv.  as  defcribing  the  Covenanting 
Rite,  fays-^'*  Hence  came  thofe  phrafes  of  n>nn  nns^ 
**  in  the  Hebrew,  of  firire,  fercutsn  if  icen  fetdiu  in 
**  Latin^  of  op^/et  r^fAVetv  in  Homer.  To  cut  or  to  ftrike 
'^  a  Covenant  a  feriindii^  fircutitn^s^  ff  ficanMs  facn- 
**fidls  in  fmdirifnu  fandindit :  from  the  coflom  of  ftriking 
**  OM  J  cutting  th»  ikcrifices  afunder  at  the  making  of  Cove- 
**  nants  between  man  and  man.  Tbwgh  this  manntr  of 
.''fpeech  may  alfo  be  derived  from  their  ordinary  Efmla 
**fiedtralis  wherein  they  killed  beafb  ;  which  the  Ancients 
<*  in  their  ordinary  diet  did  not.**  Book  IL  Chap .  vii. 
/.  372. 
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But  from  whence  foever  the  phr^fe. 
fina  tT\2  had  its  rife,  it  is  pretty  evident 
from  comparing  all  the  places  together 
where  it  occurs,  that  it  always  fignifies  to 
make  a  covenant ^  and  doth  not  fignify  tq 
cut  off  a  purifier. 

And  what  is  more,  we  have  an  inftance 
where  rvi>)  ftands  fingle  in  the  fenfe  of  CO'^ 
venanting^  viz.  zChron.viu  i^.  "  Then 
**  will  I  eftabliih  the  throne  of  thy  king- 
"  dom  according  as  I  have  covenanted  with 
"  JDaviJ  (nmS  ♦nnD  nti^Ka)  thy  Father, 
"  faying,  there  fhall  not  fail  thee  a  man  to 
"  be  ruler  in  Ifrael" 

I T  will  not  furely  be  faid  that  God  af- 
firms himfelf  to  have  cut  off  a  purifier  in 
this  paiTage.  It  contains  his  words  to  So^ 
lomon.  in  anfwei:  to  his  prayer  which  we 
find  exprefled  in  the  foregoing  chapter,  at 
ver.  1 6.  in  thefe  words, 

"  Now  therefore,  O  Lord  God  of  IJraeU 
"  keep  with  thy  Servant  David  my  Fa- 
**  ther  that  which  thou  ba/i  promifed  bim^ 
{h  mm  ^wa  na)  "  Saying  there  ihall 
"  not  fail  thee  ►a  man  in  my  fight  to  fit 
"  upon  the  Throne  of  IfraeU' 

The  meaning  of  Caratb  in  one  of  thefe 

texts  i»  fufiiciently  explained  by  nn  in 

L  3  the 
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the  other.  It  cannot  therefore  mean  to 
cut  off  or  to  facrificey  but  muft  in  all  rea-r 
fbnable  conftruftion  b(?  interpreted  of  (o^ 
lOenantingy  fronafing^  or  engaging, 

A  N  D  in  another  place,  viz.  Hag.  ii^  5, 
we  find  nin  the  noun  ufed  with  H'lD. 
"  According  to  the  word  that  I  covenanted 

*«  with  you  {xs'zm  ^TTO  na?K  nm  hk) 

^  when  ye  came  out  of  Egypt. ^'-r^  If  Ca- 
rath  here  means  to  cut  qj^^  it  nxeans  to  cut 
off  a  npordy  or  a  matter :  of  which  I  con* 
fefi  I  cannot  make  fenfe. 

And  in  another  place  we  find  T\yOH 
ufed  along  with  it,  viz.  Neb.  ix.  3^. 

"And  becaufe  of  all  this  we  niake  a. 
"  fure  (covenant)  and  write  it,  and  our 
^*  Princes  feal  unto  it.*'    The  Hebrew  is, 

Mr  H.  had  faid  (Trin.  of  the  Gent, 
p.  369.).  "  There  is  nothing  like  2^  written 
^*  covenant  excppt  in  this  text,  and  the 
^*  vrofd  Beritb  is  not  ufed  there." 

O  N  which  I  obfervedr— r-  "  Here  waj 
^^  then  an  inflance  of  Caratb  vehere  it  can-? 
^  not  fignify  to  cut  offy  but  is  fo  applied  to 
**  another  wqrd  fignifying  covenant^  as  that 
^*  it  cgn  have  no  other  meaning  than  tq 
?*  /?^/7^^  ^  covenant ^^    l^ijfertations^  p.  1 18. 

'"■   '■  V    ■    '  "  ^    '     Tq 
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T<?  this  Mf  Abea^  replips,  p.  52. -^^-i— 
that  nJOH  is  a  »oun  fignifying  jS^wriVj?  5 
IU14  that  the  meaning  of  the  paiTage  is, 
**  Wt  joii^y  and  feparately,  the  whole  .di- 
^'  vifi^  of, the  people,  pafs  fecurity'^ 

Wi  TH  wbfit  propriety  jointly  zndfepa^ 
r^tefy  comp  x^%o  his  interpretation  I  cannot 
fee,  nqr  what  he  meane  by  the  whole  Di* 
vifioM  of  th$  people :  But  I  obferve  that, 
according  to  Mr -4^M^  hicpfelf,  Carafb  fig* 
pifics  herfe  fonaething  different  from  cut^ 
ting  offl  or  eVea  from  cutting  in  twain^ 
though  h?  fiiys  in  tbf  next  page  that  it 
bath  no  aber  Jigni^atim. 

M|i  BtOe  take$  njDK  adverbially,  ver^^ 
frt^e^Q^  tvt^yx  sx  in  tfuibj  in  which  fenfe 
it  is  fometimes,  and  rightly  ufed ;  and  to 
this  ofe  of  it  here  I  make  no  exception* 
But  he  interprets  &m^  UnJK  "  We  cut 
"  2^  viz.  a  purification^"^  How  is  this 
CQlkffled  ?  Why  he  fays  ibmething  muft 
be  nnderftood  after  tS^niS  and  C5*3hD, 
find  therefore  he  undertakes  to  fupply  it 
thu$--f~i-*'  They  flew  the  Sacfjficey  and 
"  writ  what  they  promifcd  to  perform  with 
^^  an  ^xecrationy  &c.  /.  105,  And  thus 
h^  iup{^a  one  verb  widi  Beritb  purifica^ 
tfon,  and  the  other  with  Alab  a  Curfe.' 
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Mr  Maiiy  fuppofing  with  Mr  A^ah 
that  PliDK  is  a  noun  governed  by  Caraib^ 
and  with  Mr  Bate  that  Caratb  muft  not 
lofe  ks  fignification  of  f«/«m^  ^  in  Sacri- 
fice, interprets  HiDK  of.  a  kind  of  Sacrifice 
never  heard  of  before,  and  renders  it 
**  We  cut  off  Faiths  that  is,  a  Fdith-offer^ 
"  //Jfg*  *,  and  fign  and  feal/'  f.  140* 

I  H  A  D  taken  notice  before  that  this  is 
the  only  place  in  the  Old  Teftament  where 
Mr  H.  allowed  Covenant  to  ftand.  And  I 
may  now  obferve,  that  the  only  thing  in 
which  thefe  three  Oentlemen'  all  agree  in 
their  Accounts  of  this  text,  is,  that  Cwf- 
nant  fhall  not  ftand  here.-  It  is  either 
Security y—^Promife  with  Execratfon,  or  a 
Faitb-offering. 

There 
*  I        .*       . 

*  To  give  the  better  counte|iance  to  this  ipterfrttSLtiom^ 
Mr  Mootfy  obfcrves. 

"  That  the  Greek  ttfJtJifOi  and  <tyivvi  feem  to  come  from 
«f  nSDK,  and  tl^t  thrift  the  Anti-type  pf  Sacrifice  is  called 

BvT  fhould  he  not  firft  hare  proved  that  there  was  a  fa- 
crifice  offered  on  this  occafion  I  And  that  fuch  facrifice  or 
Jkitb  offering  was  made  with  a  lamb  ?  And  although  both 
thefe  had  been  proved  by  Him/  yet  his  Etymology  of  a^avou 
and  his  reafon  why  Chrift  is  faid  to  be  Jmen  wpold  appear 
groasidlefs  and  fencifnl.  And  how  much  more  mnft  they 
appear  fo,  when  he  has  no  better  Argument  Jfor  ««y  ogn- 
ing  having  been  made  than  hi$  pwn  fuppoiition  **  That  theji 
t*  0f9uU  not  9mit  Sacrificature  9n  tbit  Occafin  f  • 


There  is  not  the  leaft  intimation  in  the 
context  that  there  was  any  Sacrifice  in  this 
cafe,  as  Mr  Bate  and  Mr  Moody  pretends 
Or  fuppofing  with  Mx  Bate  that  n:)OH 
fhould  be  tranflated  in  trutb^  yet  ma  will 
fignify  covenanting  without  Berith  expref-^ 
fed  as  in  zCbron.  vii.  18.  And  will  not 
fignify  cutting  off  (viz.  a  purification)  or 
Jlayingy  (viz.  a  facrifice)  for  which  con- 
ftrii^on,  they  who  fo  interpret  it^  cannot 
I  believe  bring  any  warrant  or  parallel 
place. 


SECT, 
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SECT.    XV^ 


J^  ^\.  a8.  by  4i»*fl»JA^,  and  Symt^ar 
cbusj  2  Sam.  iii.  21.  by  oi/vriOup^  as  appear* 
in  the  Hexapla :  From  whence  the  Lexi- 
con to  the  Hexapla  gives  pangere  fcedui 
among  the  fenfes  of  Carath.  And  this 
agrees  with  the  LXX  verfion  in  which 
•ri*1D  in  2  Gbron.  vii.  18.  (where  it  occurs 
without  a  noun  expreffive  of  Covenant)  is 
rendered  by  Mt/j^wfy  the  fame  word  com- 
monly ufed  for  it  in  that  verfion  when  Be^ 
ritb  is  joined  with  it.  And  though  the 
LXX  do  not  conftandy  keep  to  *«Ti9fij*,, 
but  ufe  occafionally  wnw  or  rwI^Aw,  yet 
they  never  tranflate  it  by  any  word  that 
carries  the  idea  of  cutting  in  it, 
•  The  Apoftles  likewife  in  quoting  the 
Old  Tcftament,  make  ufe  of  no  other 
Greek  words  than  thefe  (except  ij^lixxflpflt*) 

though 
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diough  they  ^  not  always  keep  to  the 
very  word  ufecj  by  the  LXX.  Thus  fpr 
inftance,  Heb.  viii,  8*  St  Paul  gives  fl-upIfAi<r« 
for  ♦fro,  Jer.  xxxi.  31.  where  the  LXX 
gives  iloAtfio|Am^.  And  viii.  9,  he  puts  fwpw» 
for  ♦ma,  Jer.  xxxi,  32.  where  the  LXX 
wfe*M«fAiH'.  Andix,  20.  he  renders  m^ 
;iEArc^</.  xxiv.  8.  by  wWalo,  which  the  LXX 
had  rendered  by  ^ifOil*.  Whence  I  coa-» 
elude,  that  fince  neither  the  LXX  nor  the 
New  Teftament  give  the  leaft  hint  that 
pitting  off  a  purifier  is  the  meaning  of  the 
Hebrew  phrafe;  therefore  it  is  not  the 
meaning  of  it. 

A«a9dx7i  according  to  Mr  Bate%  fuppofi^ 
tion  that  it  may  fignify  Sacrifice  becaufe  it 
fignifies  Infiitutimy  may  be  brought  to  fig* 
nify  an  hundred  other  infiitutiom  befidc 
that  of  Sacrifice.  For  Infiitution  is  agene^ 
ral  abftraft  word,  extending  to  every  ap- 
pointment, and  .eftablifhed  ceremony,  in 
jas  great  a  latitude  as  ?7»f<«  and  o-uvlcxicpi^  ge- 
neral verbs  of  Adtipn,  are  applicable  to 
.  Ordinances,  Divine  or  Human,  *«  Beritb^ 
^*  (fays  Mr  Bate)  is  what  the  LXX  tran^ 
^«  flate  *a8n3c»i,  the  Infiitution  of  GoL  Aad 
^*  that  infiitution  was  purification^  p.  145. 
f«  For  tjipugh  the  Oreek  word  doth  not 

♦^fignify 
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"  ^gnify  purification^  yet  it  leads  us  to  that 
*«  Uea,  aimoft  whether  we  will  or  no.'* 
f.  1 80.  Since  we  are  all  agreed  that  the 
idea  of  purification  goes  always  with  blood 
and  bloodfheding  in  the  expiatory  Sacri- 
fices under  the  Law,  ^^  And  they  are  that 
"  injiitution  which  this  word  leads  to,  ibid. 
**  —The  cutting  off  Beritb^  was  flaying  a 
"  Creature  in  Sacrifice ;  and  the  creature 
•«  cut  off  was  called  Berith  [LXX  J*«6wii] 
*•  becaufe  it  was  what  they  purified  them- 
"  felves  with."  p.  126. 

But  now  this  kind  of  Argument  may 
be  ufed  againft  their  expofition  with  the 
ikme  fucf  efs  that  it  is  ufed  for  it,  ex.  gr, 
Coffvivium  foederale  is  an  injiitution  that 
leads  us  to  the  idea  of  covenant  whether 
we  will  or  no.  As  an  inftitution  it  is  cTit*- 
•nxi»,  to  which  all  the  Gr^ek  verbs  above- 
mentioned  are  applicable.  The  injiitution 
is  a  feaft,  or  an  eatings  according  to  Mr 
Mediy  Berith  the  Hebrew,  coming  moft 
probably  from  Barah.  And  the  Hebrew 
verb  Caratb  commonly  ufed  with  it,  cor- 
rcfpond  in  more  fenfes  than  one :  For  it 
not  only  fignifies  to  Jlay  the  creatures  for 
the  feaft  (as  is  obferved  above  by  Mr  M^4^) 
tut  it  alfo  fignifies  to  cut  off  a  piece y  and 

to 
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to  cut  jn  pieces y  for  the  better  convenience 
ti  eating  j  and  it  fignifies  moreover  to  cheat 
food  (according  to  our  verfion  of  Numb. 
xi:  33.)  Therefore  Caratb  Berith  may 
mean  to  partake  ofafeajiy  and  from  thence 
applied  to  the  thing  fignified  by  eating  to- 
gether, to  make  a  Covenant. 

Were  any  one  to  propofe  this  as  the 
Original  Etymological  fenfe  of  nni  n*13 
I  think  as  much  might  be  faid  for  it  with 
refpeft  to  the  force  and  grammatical  pro- 
priety of  the  w^ords,  as  thefe  Gentlemen 
have  faid  for  its  fignifying  to  cut  off  z,  fe- 
cretcTy  or  a  purifier ^  or  a  purification.  And 
that  the  Idea  of  Covenant  comes  altogether 
as  eafily  from  the  one,  as  that  of  purifica- 
tion  from  the  other. 

But  let  me  not  be  charged  becaufe  I 
put  this  new  account  of  the  phrafe  upoa 
a  level  with  Mr  JET/s  new  account  of  it, 
with——"  giving  up  all,  or  any  thing  that 
"  I  have  faid,  or  with  flighting  it  as  of  no 

"  confequence." For  that  is  the  con- 

ftrudtion  Mr  Bate^  p.  68.  and  Mr  Moody^ 
p.  1 5.  were  fo  kind  as  to  put  upon  the  new 
invented  derivation  of  Elohim  (as  it  is  called) 
which  was  a  fuppofitipn  profefledly  de- 
iigncd  only  to  try  how  far  it  would  weigh 

againft 
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againft  Whait  had  been  adviftccci  by  Mr  C 
concerning  the  derivation  of  that  word. 

Among  other  conceflidns  fatal  to  my 
Caufe  which  Mr  Moody  fancies  I  have 
diade,  there  is  one,  for  the  explaining  of 
which  this  feems  to  be  the  propereft 
place. 

He  fays,  he  is  informed,;^.  128.  "  that 
••  though  the  Arabic  has  a  word  of  ftear 
^  the  fame  found  and  letters  vvith  XT\1 
"  and  fl*^  yet  it  has  not  among  its  medley 
**  of  fignifications  any  one  that  fiivours  thd 
**  WDeftdniing  fide!"  (Doth  he,  or  doth 
his  Informant  mean  that  there  is  one  word 
in  Arabic  of  nearly  the  fame  found  and 
letters  with  both  thefe,  or  one  word  near 
to  one,  and  another  to  the  other  ?)  "  And 
^  this,    (fays  he,)    probably    makes    the 

**  Dodor  fay if  it  be  q/ked  whether  the 

•'  root  ni!3  have  the  idea  of  covenanting  in 
"  //,  I  cannot  fay  it  hatb^  p.  109.  This, 
^*  otie  would  think  is  giving  Up  the  point, 
*^  but  he  adds,  neither  is  it  nectary  that  it 
•'JhouUr 

Without  regard  to  the  Arabic  word> 
6r  words  whatever  they  be,  I  (poke  what 
I  believe  is  juft  and  right  when  the  whole 
fentence  is  taken  together.    For  liad^dcd 

unrne* 
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kniftediatdy  to  prevent  miftakis,  ^^  Yet 
"  there  is  as  good  a  cofttte^aon  betweeii 
^  Covenafjt^  and  the  ufual  fcnfes  of  ri'^i  /^ 
•*  «ir^  rt  ^^J^,  ft>  tat^  as  is  to  he  found  in 
•*  many  other  derivatives  with  the  roots 
**  that  are  afligned  them." 

An  d  ivhat  I  meant  was  dife,  thdt  n*1il, 
like  feveral  other  roots,  cannot  be  &id  to 
carry  in  it  the  Idea  of  every  nonn  that  is 
derived  from  it.  That  the  idea  of  a  €W&^ 
ncmty  for  inftance,  did  not  ahvays  accom^ 
pany  the  ideas  of  cuttings  at  dfocj/htgy  ^t 
eatirigy  which  are  the  given  fenfes  of  tlw 
verb;  though  at  the  fame  time  a  con* 
ttexion  might  be  difcovered  between  a  C8k 
venardt  and  iidfe  JSHom  in  cerinn  paitictt>%. 
lar  circumftances.  And  that  this  was  fol^ 
ficient  to  account  for  die  derivation  of  dift 
Word,  as  it  is  the  beft  account  that  is 
ufualSy  given  for  many  other  derivMions« 
fx.  gr.  If  it  be  a(ked  whether  the  root 
I1*1D  have  the  idea  of  divoreing  ki  it,  /  Cim-^ 
mtjky  it  hath :  Neither  is  it  neceffary  *bM 
itfrouldi  yet  there  is  fuch  a  connesdon  b^» 
tween  fifins  Dit  or  cement  y  and  one  of  ti^ 
fenfes,  of  m3,  that  nobody  will  tlofftbt 
the  one  being  properly  ^ut  uiwler  the  otheri 
For  though  ms  as  Mr  :Mtih  tell  tis,  p.  53. 
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«*  bos  no  other  Jigntfiaaion^  (that  is,  as  I 
**  apprehend,  no  other  radical  Idea)  than 
^^  that  of  cutting  a/under j  or  dividing  in 
« twain^  yet  in  what  feme  call  a  figurs^- 
<*  live,  metaphorical  fenfe,  but  I  (fays  he) 
**  choofe  to  fay,  from  Jindlitude^"--^^  nflD 
"  nnnD  is  a  bill  of  Divorcement ^--r-'-^AiixA 
f  *  which  cuts  the  marriage  tye/* 

Mr  Aboab  indeed  may  be  miftaken  in 
thinking  Caratb  batb  no  otber  Jignification 
tban  to  cut  in  twainy  yet  I  think  he  judges 
right  as  to  ihcfgurative  fenfe,  or  the  fenfe 
from  fmilitudej  viz.  that  jOTinD  gives  the 
idea  of  feparation,  or  dividing  tbe  union  of 
tbofe  who  bad  been  nuule  by  matrimony  one 
fiejb  \  though  Caratb^  confidered  as  a  root, 
doth  not  give  the  idea  of  a  Divorcement 
between  man  and  wife. 

An  D  fo  I  think  it  is  as  to  feveral  other 
derivatives.  The  connexion  of  the  nouns 
with  the  root  may  appear,  on  due  atten- 
tion to  circumftances,  which  will  lead  us 
from  the  former  to  the  Idea,  or  to  fome 
part  of  the  Idea  affixed  to  the  latter. '  But 
Aill  neither  the  root  may  contain  the  whole 
idea  belonging  to  the  noun,  nor  perhaps 
fhe  noun  preferve  any  part  of  the  idea  be- 
longing to  the  root.    And  it  may  be  clear^ 

^     or 


t'«0 

or  it  iiiay  be  obfcure  by  what  fteps  the  Va- 
riation was  made.  Now  if  tliis  be  fome- 
fames  the  cafe,  as  I  apprehend  it  is,  then 
it  is  not  necejfary  that  pns  fhould  have  the 
idea  of  covenanting  in  it,  to  make  it  the 
legitimate  Root  of  Beritb  a  ciovenant^  oc 
indeed  that  HHl  (hould  fignify  a  purifier^ 
though  k  were  the  derivative  of  mi  to 
furify.  Etymologies  have  fometimes  their 
ufe,  and  no  fmall  uie  towards  afcertaining- 
the  fenfe  of  words.  But  to  infift  on  the 
fenies  that  the  Etymologies  recommend, 
when  ufage  appears  to  have  adopted  an^- 
other  fenfe,  is  the  way  to  confound  all 
meaning  of  language* 

If  covenants  were  made  among  the 
Hebrews  by  Rcpaft  with  each  other  in  an 
Epulum  fcederdcy  as  a  fomi  or  rite  in  pri- 
vate agreements  between  man  and  man  \ 
or  by  dividing  an  Animal,  and  pafCng 
through  its  divided  parts,  in  more  foiemn 
and  religious  Covenants  5  the  idea  of  a  Cl>* 
wnant  will  arife  in  Beritb  from  mi  in 
one  cafe,  and  the  idea  of  making  a  Cove--, 
nant  from  mi,  in  both  cafes;  though 
neither  Caratb  nor  Barah  carry  any  idea  of 
covenanting  in  their  primary  or  radical 
ienfes. 

Part  II.  M  It 
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It  mieht  happen  indeed,  and  proba^ 
bly  did  often  happen  among  the  Hebrews, 
that  the  covenanting  feaji  was  made  with 
the  peace-offerings,  or  what  had  been  la- 
crificed  to  God,  If  it  be  true,  as  fome 
writers  on  the  Jemjh  Sacrifices  have  fiid, 
from  Lev.  xvii.  tlut  whilp  the  ^f^Utes 
remained  in  the  Wildernefs  they  coukl  eat 
no  flefh  which  had  not  been  iirft  pre&nt^ 
ed  to  God,  and  part  of  it  burnt  upon  his 
Altar;  then  their  feafts  or  eatings  uppn 
their  Covenants  were  neoeflarily  made 
with  peace-of^ings»  and  were  at  the  fame 
time  Fei^s  upm  a  Sacrifice.  Which  cu- 
ftom  might  be  continued  more  or  Icfa' 
afterwards  for  convenieace;  when  there 
was  no  longer  a  neceffity  to  oblige  them. 
Yet  allowing  this  to  have  been  the  cafe, 
the  Covenant  nevefthele&  was  a  diftind; 
thing  from  the  &frr|^^ '5  and  jB^/Vi&  in  its 
grammatical  propriety  conveyed  no  idea 
of  purifioatieny  although  the  parties  to 
the  agreement  might  be  purified  by  the 
Sacrifice. 

Mr  Bate  indeed  tells  us,  p.  190.  of  a 
Covenant  Sacrifice  among  the  Hebrews, 
and  of  an  OathhOffering  among  the  Greeks 
for   the  confirmation  of   covenants  and 

oaths: 
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bitks :  drld  fays  it  is  "  the  cloft  coiinexioa 
•*  between  the  facrifices  and  the  defign 
"  for  which  they  dfFered  them,  Jo  clearly 
"  exprejfed  in  the  Titles  they  gave  thefe  Sa- 
^  crijices,  that  has  given  the  Dodor  the 
^^  whole  pretence  hfe  haS  to  diipute,  all  the 
^  rdoffl  he  Ji^th  of  contefting  with  us  the 
"  true  fenfe  of  thbfe  phrafes/* 

I  MitiHT  idrig  have  fearched  for  the 
original  words  of  the/e  Titles,    Covenant^ 
Sacrijice    and  Oath-OffeHng^    (\*rhich  arcf 
tirms*  quite  new  to  me)  if  I  had  not  found 
on  looking  back  to  the  bi^ginnlng  of  the 
par^lgraphi    that  ht   otily  means   Beritb 
dnd  bfx«d».     '  Thougli  how  Berith  which 
Wus  before  a  Fvrijication  Bacrifice,    (be-^ 
caufe  Biriih  frctoi  Bar  has  no  other  figni- 
jficition  than  pdrify,  pure  and  deaoj  ac- 
tording  to  Mr  Bate^  pi;  126.)  Ihould  eomd 
ta  be  a  Qyvenani-Sacrifice  without  any  tdea 
of  Govenaiit,  feems  to  me  very  extraor- 
dinary on    Mr  B'dte\    principles.     It  is 
giving  a  title  to  d  Sacrifice  from  the  fenfe 
of  a  nodn,  vvhich  fenfe  of  the  noun  he'  will 
not   at  other  times  admit   ofi   cJxcept  ic 
be    in    confet^uence    of  his  interpretation 
of  it  by  Purifier i  PMrificatioHi  or  Sacri-- 
ficCi       Whereas    all    the     other    nouns 
M  2  by 
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by  which  Sacrifices  afe  intitlcd  and  diftin- 
guifhed  from  each  other,  as  DB^K,  D*dW 
KDn,    retain    their   fignifications    in    their 
application  to  Sacrifices,  5/»-ofFerings,  7r^ 
/^-offerings,  P^^z^^-ofFerings.    And  if  Be- 
rt tb  conveys  no  Idea  but  that  of  purifying^ 
then  confidered  as  a  facrifice  it  muft  mean 
a  purification  oflfering:  as  both  Mr  Bate 
and  Mr  Moody  (p.  153.)  fay  it  doth.      But 
if  a   Covenant-Offering  be   the  ftile,  and 
covenant  be  clearly  exprejfed  in  the .  Title^ 
then  Beritb  muft  fignify  in  that  application 
Covenant  and  not  Purifier.     Which  gives 
me  a  better  pretence,    and   more  room 
to  difpute  the  fenfe  of  the  word  than  I 
ever    expected    to    have    received  from 
Mr  Bate.     For  a  Covenant-Sacrifice  being 
called  Beritbj   is  as    good   a  proof  that 
Berith  fignifies  properlv  a  Covenanty  as  an 
Oatb-offering  bemg  called  opxwk  is  a  proof 
that  opxoj  properly  fignifies  an  oath. 

This  however  will  be  reprefented  as 
a  conceflion,  that  no  covenants  were  ever 
made  among  tbe  Hebrews  otberwife  tban 
by  Sacrifice.  But  this  will  not  follow: 
for  the  fame  reafon  which  I  gave  in  p.  138, 
in  regard  to  the  fuppofed  facrificial  fenfe 
of  Caratb,  viz.  th^t  tho'  the  original  fenfe 

of 
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of  JT13  might  be  according  to  Mr  H.  to 
cut  or  cut  offy  and  its  application  to  cove- 
nants might  have  been  owing  to  the  ufe 
of  the  verh  in  Sacrifices  as  he  fuppofed, 
"  yet  even  on  that  footing  it  might  become 
"  in  procefs  of  time  a  cuftomary  phrafe, 
**  to  exprefs  the  making  or  entring  into  a 
"  covenant,  when  no  facrifices  were  offer- 
"  ed  or  even  dreamed  of/' 

All  my  opponents  in  their  turns 
blame  me  for  faying  this.  Mr  Bate  fays 
•*  it  is  little  better  then  dreaming  to  talk 
"  fo."  p.  184.  His  reafon  is,  that  as 
"  fuch  phrafes  had  never  come  into  ufe, 
"  had  it  not  been  for  the  cuftoms  which 
^*  they  fo  naturally  exprefs,  fo  neither  is 
*'  there  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  they  fhould 
5^  ever  be  ufed>  whilft  thofe  cuftoms  were 
^*  in  common  ufe,  but  with  relpedl  to 
•*  them,  becaufe  it  vrould  have  been  a 
"  direSi  falfehood  iov  any  one  to  have  faid, 
"  I  have  cut  off  a  fifr/V/&— — when  he  had 
"  not  done  fo  y  it  being  natural  to  under- 
"  ftand  people  to  mean  by  a  phrafe  what  is 
"  commonly  underftood  by  it/'  p.  183. 

Mr  Moody  to  the  fame  efFedt "  This 

"  could  not  happen  while  Sacrificature 
^^  was  in  ufe/'  p.  175. 

M  3  But 


But  kt  thcrn  try  this  fort  of  reafen** 

Ing  upon  'job  ^xxi.  i.  >yjrS  ^vrs"^  nna, 

This  is  an  inftancc  of  the  phrafe  early 
.enough,  and  loi^g  before  facrificature 
ceafe4.  Jf  this  be  rendere4  ^'  J^tfw  cut 
f^  off  a  Beritb  with  mine  eyes,  >yhy  thej| 
^*  (hould  I  think  upon  a  maid,"  it  mufk 
either  |)e  (hpwn  h^w  he  literally  did  fo^  or^ 
according  to  Mr  Bate^  it  was  a  direSi 
fidfehood  for  him  to  have  faid  fo :  iince  tq 
ufe  that  phrafe  as  an  Idiom,  or  figurative:* 
ly,  could  not  h^'^e  pafpened  'wbikfacrificar 
ture  was  in  ufe.  But  if  Caratb  Beritb  wag 
a  ouftomary  phrafe  for  making  a  covenant^ 
taken  fron>  Sacrifices,  fcedetal  Kites,  or 
Feaftg,  it  might  be  ufed  and  well  under- 
ftood  in  this  application  of  it  to  the  eyes^ 
though  the  Rites  it  referre4  to  were  yet 
in  ufe.  And  fo  alio  in  as  many  other  s^-r 
plications  of  it  as  would  expre{§  a  covenant 
made  without  a  facrifice,  fS^,  perforated  fof 
the  making  k. 

The  fame  I  had  pbferved  in  regard 
to  the  like  phrafeology  among  the  Greeh 
^nd  Ijiomans.  T^ww  ^tn^^y  ferire  fcedus^ 
were  in  ufe  among  them  to  exprefs  the 
making  of  leagues  and  covenants,  without 
I  refprence  to  any  particular  aCts  of  Sacri- 
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ficc,  from  which  ads  in  general  theex*- 
preffiofjs  neverthclefs  arc  fuppofed  to  take 
their  rife :  for  the  truth  of  wliich  I  refer 
myfelf  to  the  bcft  Criticks  and  Gramv 
marians. 

Mr  Bate  fays  •fHi«  (which  I  had  ren- 
dered CompaBs  upon  Oath,  and  this  he  re-^ 
prefents^as  ^wong  tranjlatitm)  meant  the 
creatures  eut  off  on  thdfe  oecafions,  and 
quotes  ofxia  wr«  in  Homer,  II.  y.  1.  245, 
252,  269.  where  he  fuppofes  thofe  words 
to  mean  tie  mgHm$  that  were  cut  off, 
(Scripture  meaning  of  Aleim,  /.  164,  165, 
and  184,  185.)  Mr  Moody  quotes  tke  fame 
in  the  fanie  fenfe,  p.  178,  179,  180. 

I  SHOULD  have  been  thankful  for  their 
Remark  if  they  could  have  (hewn  it  a  juft 
one.  But  that,  I  think,  they  have  not  don«^ 
nor  provpd  me  guilty  of  a  wrong  txvy^ 
Ration. 

For  in  the  firft  place  where  the  expref-. 
fion  occurs  m  Homer ,  II.  p.  1.  124, 

The  interpretation  by  H.  Stephens,  in  his 
ffhefauruSy  is  i6lo  fcedere  fido  (^firmo.  And 
he  confkrues  pfxjoi?,  by  fcedus  jurejurando 
fancitum.  And  cites  Thucydides  and  Herodo^ 
t^s  fof  that  fenfe  of  the  word,    Nay,  fome- 

M  4  times, 
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times  9puou  is  ufed   for  a^xdj,    ^ucydidetn 
pfjkMrai  «uIo«f  TO  o^xfov.      And    in  which   of 
thefe  two  fenfes    it  fhould   be  t^ken  m 
JJomeTy  II,  p. 

IIou  hi   ^v9c^»«i9  Xfti  •(xift  iWcIai   ^ipiVy 

let  others  determine.  But  it  evidently 
carries  the  former  fenfc  when  it  is  joined 
with  ^lAm?,  11.  y.   L  74, 

OfXM  TJira.  is  found,  indeed)  in  another 
fenfe  when  joined  with  the  verb  (^cfw  or 
ri;»«y«,  in  the  verfes  quoted  by  Mr  Bafe^ 
and  is  applied  to  Umbs,  wine,  and  fruits, 
prepared  for  Sacrifice.  But  Euftatbm 
(quoted  by  Mr  Moody)  upon  this  ufe  of 
the  phraie,   fays,  Ofxios  wirot  q\)  ^Aoyov  aJIo*  ^1 

ivo^xoi     Xoj^oi,     a}J\M  xa»   rot    tv  o^xok   o';^Ciei}Jln : 

And  therefore  fonie  of  the  beft  interpret- 
ters  of  Homer  render  pfxia  wira,  in  thefe 
places,  by  Res  necejfarii^  ad  fcedera  firma  \ 
and  not  fimply  fcedera  Jirtna^  as  Mr  Moody 
tranflates  the  words  in  his  verfiojfi  of  Eur- 
J^athiui%  Annotation,    which    is  neither 

^gree. 
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agreeable  to  Eu/iatbius's  meaning,  nor  to 
his  own.     Sec  p.  i8o. 
But  Eujiatbius  fays  further  upon  the 

phrafe  npww  opu»  ■  ■  ■  to  rot^ym  ii  ofxiot  vag 
OfAfifn  x«»  H^ololtf  TO  twrm  r»  iw$   opuct  wipaiyta 

(JnXoi.—- — TO  Ji«  Ouo-ivv  opuKv.  In  both  thefe 
explanations  oputn  is  diftingvufhed  from  the 
Sacrifice,  is  not  the  viftim  rfiat  is  cut  ofF. 
It  is  either  2ifolemn  Oatby  or  a  compaSl  mtb 
fin  Oath  ratified  by  a  facrifice.  And  it  is 
in  one  or  other  of  thefe  fenfes,  and  as  I 
take  it  in  the  latter  chiefly,  that  we  are  to 
underfknd  o^iov  in  JHmer^  as  in  II.  y* 
!•  299. 

Neither  is  any  flrefs  to  belaid  on 
Tf/Aw  from  its  literal  and  proper  fignifica*- 
tion.  For  it  is  ufed  of  Libations,  or  ra- 
ther with  words  literally  meaning  libations 
in  facrifice,  but  cuflomarily  fignifying 
peace^  truce^  covenant^  &c.  as  XrovAjcf  «/{*«- 
^fv,  YAh  /iot?Oi»x^^^  (M^'  Eurip.  Helena.  ,  1. 
1251.  And  again,  without  reference  to 
any  Species  pf  Sacrifice  (p*Ai»  fMi  ti/ao?.  jRa?- 
^us  mectm  inibit^  as  Jo.  Barnes  expounds 
it.    Eurip.  Supplicesy  1.  375* 

Mr 
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Mft  Bdti  is  pleaied  to  fay,  that  '<  Euri^ 
^^  pides  ufcs  ZTmJig  ti/^ihji,  becaufe  cutting 
<«the  Sacrifice  was  the  Oath  in  aaion.'* 

How  Sv^h  literally  Ubamina^  eould 
be  literaUy  ctd  in  order  to  reprefent  an  Oath 
in  a&im^  I  do  not  underftand  fo  well,  as 
I  do  tb^t  nwfUi  and  ^«xia  rcpi h^  piay  have 
been  uied  as  cuftomary  phrafes  for  msk-- 
IDg  kaguesj  campantSy  &c.  though  none 
of  the  (ceremonies  which  gave  th?  iirft  rife 
to  thofe  phraf^s  were  performed.  So  that 
it  niay  be  £ud  of  them,  as  a  great  mailer 
|n  this  kind  of  learning  faid  of  the  o&er 
phrafe,  which  gave  occaiion  to  this  digref-r 
lion,  fuiz^wnum  ^  Hence  comes  ti>e  Phrafe 
^*  Ofjfia  ripeip,  jfl  Latin,  ferire  fcedm^  i.  e, 
^'  to  make  a  Covenant.''  J>r  Potter'^  Ar- 
fh^cohpa  Gr0fay  p.  253*  of  Vol.  I. 

I  D  o  not  deny  that  the  iifege  of  Carafb  - 
in  the  fenfc  of  cGvemmting^  or  in  conjunct 
tk)o  with  Beritby  inay  have  been  originally 
takmh  from  a  very  ancient  Rke  of  cw<r- 
nanting  by  ^viding  of  Animals ^  fincc  it  is 
once  ufed  in  a  defcr^ioai  of  tl^at  ccrer 
mony,  Jer.  xxxir.  B«rt  although  this  may 
fhccount  for  that  peculiar  fcnfe  of  the  verb, 
pr  for  t}ie  droj^in^  qr  changing  its  fiteraj 

^  meaning 
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nitaning  ia  certain  applications  of  \ty  ]/«( 
in  the  tranilation  of  it  into  other  languages 
no  notice  is  needful^  or  indeed  ordinarily 
jlpeaking  prop<»):  to  be  taken  of  its  radiadt 
pr  litersd  meaning,  whence  its  pepuliar  or 
idiomatick  fenfe  was  originally  taken ;  bat 
pnly  the  idiomatick  fenfe  is  to  be  coniider-r 
)ed.  I  had  (exprcfled  myfelf  in  the  Difietr 
tations^  on  this  Article^  in  tbef^  words^ 
that  "  the  true  meaning  of  thefe  fever4 
"  verbs  {viz.  DID,  ti/*v^  firio^  when  ufed 
^*  with  nn3>  •f«*«»',  fc^dus)  in  alj  the  other 
"  ufes  of  them,  is  not  loft  or  impaired  by 
"  this  application  of  them  to  Covenants  j 
*.*  neither  is  their  true  and  proper  mean*- 
'*  ing  retained  in  this  application ;  At  Icait 
^*  it  is  only  fo  far  retained  as  may  ferve  to 
*'  point  out  the  origin  of  fuch  application/' 

As  Mr  Bflte  reprefepts  this  fiaree  conr 
fijlent  with  itfelf,  p.  lU.  And  Mr  Moody 
wi{he$  '^  he  could  find  out  the  true  and 
f^  proper  meaning  of  thefe  words."  p.  ijb. 
J  {hall  explain  my  meaning  in  them. 

I  SUPPOSE  the  literal  meaning  of  JTTJ 
and  Tfpci;  is  to  cut.  And  that  of  the  Latin 
ycrhs/erip^  ico^  percutio^  to  Jirike.  And 
what  I  intended  to  obferve  thereupon,  was. 


that  thefe  meanings  are  in  all  the  other 
ufages  of  thefe  v trhs  Jiiii  the  fame  they 
were,  notwithftandmg  this  peculiar  fefife 
in  which  they  muft  be  taken  when  they 
are  ufed  with  nouns  fignifying  Covenant. 
We  fay,  for  inftance  in  Englifo^  tojirike  a 
bargain^  a  phrafe  commonly  and  juftly 
thought  to  be  taken,  from  an  old  cuftom, 
(not  yet  laid  afide)  oi  firiking  bands  in 
fign  of  a  bargain  concluded.  But  ufage 
hath  fince  determined  it  to  fignify  making 
a  bargain,  though  bands  be  not  Jiruck. 
Nor  will  Mr  Bate  himfelf,  I  believe,  mainr- 
tain,  that  to  fpeak  oi  JirWng  2l  bargain^ 
when  bands  were  not  ftrucky  is  a  falfebood. 
Now,  I  fay,  this  verb  yet  retains  its  figni- 
fication  of  fmiting  or  giving  a  blow,  when 
ufed  on  other  occafions,  though  it  hath 
loft  this  meaning  when  it  is  applied  to  a 
|)argain.  For  none  will  fay  it  is.  in  this 
application  taken  in  the  fenfe  of  fmiting  a 
bargain,  or  giving  a  blow  to  an  agreement. 
Therefore  this  which  is  its  firft  or  literal 
meaning  is  not  retained  in  its  application 
to  bargains.  Or  at  leaft  if  it  may  be  faid 
to  be  retained  in  any  refpeft,  it  is  only  fo 
far  as  it  ferves  to  point  the  origin  of  fuch 
application. 

What 
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What  is  faid  of  this  phrafe  in  our 
own  tongue,  may  eafily  be  applied  to  the 
verbs  abovementioned  in  other  languages. 
And  the  inference  from  thence  with  re- 
ipeA  to  them  all>  is  equally  eafy  to  be 
made,  viz.  that  if  we  will  always  retain 
the  firft  or  literal  fenfe  of  words  after  cu- 
ftom  has  dropped  that  fenfe  in  certain  pe-^ 
culiar  phrafes,  and  has  adopted  another 
fenfe  in  its  room ;  and  if  we  will  tranllatc 
them  into  other  languages  in  their  literal 
fenfe,  inftead  of  rendering  them  according 
to  the  fenfe  adopted  by  cuftom,  we  (hall 
commit  a  double  abufe,  and  injure  both 
the  writers  whom  we  tranflate,  and  the, 
readers  for  whofe  ufe  we  make  the 
verfion.  , 

The  fum  of  what  has  been  faid  upon 
Caratbj  may  be  comprized  in  the  follow- 
ing Articles. 

I.  That  my  Opponents  are  not  rightly 
agreed  about  the  primary  idea,  or  radical, 
fenfe  of  Caratby  any  more  than  thpy  are 
about  that  of  Beritb :  Each  of  them  giv- 
ing an  idea  fomething  different ;  and  none 
of  them  giving  one  that  will  hold  through- 
out all  its  applications,  nor  under  its  appli- 
cation to  Covenant  in  particular* 

2.  That 


i.  ^f  HAf  (he  ffaflagcs  df  ScHptdrt  ctS 
ttrhJch  Mr  H.  grounded  hii  new  interprc-* 
tation  of  it,  in  its  conjunction  with  tVXli 
do  not  warrant  his  ecmftru6Bon  by  tiOtin^ 
(ff  a  purifier. 

J.  That  it  is  hof  <  facrificiat  tcmi,  ^iz. 
is  not  ufed  atoohg  the  tcnns  hj  which 
any  of  the  legal  facrijket  are  enjoined,  or 
dcfcribed  in  Scripture ;  but  is  only  a  tcrnl 
ufedj  and  that  out  once^  in  the  account 
(f  the  Qnieftanting  tiitei 

4.  That  there  is  neither  ntc^fityo/ 
conftrtrihg  %  nor  projJriety  in  undcr- 
ftanding  it,  when  joined  tieith  Betitbi 
<Ji  Jla^ng  a  VtBimi  Some  texts  where- 
in the  phrafe  occurs  excluding  Mr  ti^i 
tranflatioft  from  the  greflt  improbability 
of  a  facrifice  being  performed,  and  other 
texts  favodring  a  different  conftruftiori  ai* 
inore  reafonable. 

5.  THAt  although  we  may  no£  bei 
able  td  fay  tvith  certainty  what  particu^ 
lar  praftice  or  cuftom  it  was  that  brought 
the  phrafe  into  ufe^  or  from  what  Ipe- 
dal  circumftance  of  cutting  Cardth  became* 
applied  to  covenants  J  yet  its  literal  and  pro-* 
per  fenfe  of  cutting  is  not  conveyed  in  the 

phrafe 
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phrafe  itfelf,  into  which  another  (enfe  is 
by  ufage  adopted. 

6.  A  N  D  that  therefore  to  make  a  Co^ 
venant  is  the  proper  tranflation  of  FTO 
fln!l,  and,  being  far  from  deferving  blamc,^ 
ought  yet  to  ftaind  in  our  Bibles. 


^ 
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A 

DEFENCE 

O  F      T  W  O 

DISSERTATIONS 

CONCBRNIKTG    THE 

Etymology  and  Scripture-Meaning 
of  the  Hebrew  Words  Elohim  and  Beritb. 

PART    IIL 
SECT.    XVL 

THE  Strefs  that  is  laid  by  my 
Opponents  upon  the  ruling  or 
radical  idea  in  the  interpretation 
of  both  the  words,  which  are  the  fubjed: 
of  this  difpute,  is  worthy  of  a  more  parti- 
cular Confideration. 

Mr  Moody  fays  it  is  my  Jiumbling-block^ 
p.  45.  Nor  does  he  judge  amifs  in  ac- 
counting it  one  of  the  many  that  I  cannot 
cafily  get  over,   and^  therefore  obftrudls, 

or 
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At  at  leaft  retards  my  fubfcriblng  to  their 
Opinions.  For  I  ztti  by  no  means  recoh- 
dled,  as  yet,  to  their  mUnnet  of  miking 
me  ided^  Or  the  fame  original  iSgnificatiprii' 
ih  Whole,  6r in  part^  rjin  through  A  L'L 
the  >words  Of  the  *  fame  raciical  letters. 

't'Hi^,*  it  is  t^Ue,  appears  fo  plain'  to 
Mr  jSoab^  that  he  feems  to  think  it  mu/f 
be  admitted,  and  approved  of  as  foon  as 
it  is  underftood.  And  that  I  may  under- 
hand it  fully  he  argues  thu^. 

"  Let  one  inftance  fuflSce  for  the  proof 
**  of  this.  nSw  is  very  often  ufcd  as  a 
« pronoun  THESE.'  And  repeated 
"  {Deut.  xxvii.)  SOME.  How  the 
**  word  in  this  ufagc  retdns  the  idea  of 
«  Swearin^y  or  taking  an  Oatb,  no  juft 
<^  reafon  I  apprehend   can  be  affignedi**, 

Thus  far  Mr  j4ida6  and  I  do  perfedtiy 
agree. 

He  proceeds,  ibid, 

^^  rha  then  fignifies^Wrfr^,  or  adjurare 
"in.  a  fecondary  fenfe  by  affinity:  And 
"  whenever  the  Context  requires  it  to  be 
"  fo  conftrued,  the  reafon  muft  be  foUght 
**  from  fome  adlion  which  is  defcriptive  of 

Part  III.  N  '^an 
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"•att.Oatbt  and  which  will .  hold  good  ia, 
'*  nbit  under  /Ah  h^  its  amplications/* 

Here  now  it  is  that  I  muft  beg  leave 
to  differ  from  him ;  even  after  I  have  carc- 
AiUy  perufed  and  weighed  all  that  he  or 
Mr  Moocfy  have  faid  on  their  primary  root; 
W :  to  which  one  gives  P  O  S 1 T 1  ON, 
tihe  other  INTERPOSITION,  for  the 
ftridt  .radical  idea.  For  I  find  both  thefe 
ideas  to  be  fo  extrcamly  diffufive>  that  they 
will  corrfefpond  (in  the  manner  they  are 
^d  to  cqrrefpond  with.7K  and  its  deriva- 
tives) equally  well  with  a  great  many  other 
roots  and  their  derivatives,  if  any  one 
pleafes  to  fuppofe,  as  thefe  Gentlemen  havQ 
fuppofed  in  this  cafe,  either  of  them  to  be 
the  primary  idea  of  thofe  other  roots,  and> 
the  reigning  idea  of  all  the  derivatives  from, 
them. 

,  And  yet  any  idea  lefs  extenfive  than 
what  they  have  affigned  to  this  root  hn 
cannot  ferve  their  purpofe,  or  fhew  the  life 
and  perfeftion  of  their  Rule.  For  to  find 
a  fenfe  or  aii  idea  that  {hall  run  through 
hn  in  all  its  applications^  and  through  all 
the  words  cognate  in  letters  which  they 
range  under  it,  fuch  for  inftance  as  n7K> 
•jKS  V»3,  Vn,  and  h\\H  in  all  their  ufages ; 

or. 
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or,  through  ^  and  its  whole  family  ac- 
cording to  the  Roll  they  produce  •ifia, 
ma,  K13,  ma,  &c.  with  all  the  deriva- 
tives from  thefe  fecondary  or  fubordinate 
Roots,  (eems  to  me  impfafticable  without 
fixing  oii  fome  meaning  or  idea,  fo  com- 
prehenfive  as  to  take  in  almoft  every  fub- 
jefik  that  we  have  a  word  for  in  language: 
Which  cinlfasad  of  clearing  up  any  thing, 
would  be  the  way  to  ^:onfound  every  d»ng, 
if  extended  in  like  manner  to  other  roots; 
And  ydt  many  there  are  which  will  re- 
quire ideas  equally  extenfive  and  general 
to  fuit  them,  and  dhek:  derivatives  in  ^ 
their  applications.  ,  > 

LoKC  might  any  perfon  ftudy  to  dif^ 
cover  me  ruling  idea^  that  (hall  be  retained 
in  ia  variety  of  verbs y  nouns y  pronouns^  >pra>^ 
po/iiiomy  and  particksy  fignifying  reipec^ 
tivcly,  in^  different  conttxt^-^Swearing^^^ 
Cui^g^^'^^^^'-^ntraSfing'^^-^^^Covenanfing  — • 
Strengtb^^Irradiatiofh^an'Oakr^  Rgnp'^ 
a  Kid  or  Stag — a  Valky^^a  Shelly   Arch 

or  Porch^ a  Pofty  a  Vault-^'^^^^hefe  iaii 

tbofe^'^o  aadfrom'-^ne  and  noty  ?&c*  with^ 
out  having  recourfe  to  the  only  expedient! 
that  catf;be  thought  offer  the  purpc^e,  viz. 
fome  general  abftraft  idea  of  adtion,  thai 
N  2  fhall 
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Ihall  be  defcriptive  in  fome.  way  or  other, 
or  by  fome  reference  or  other,  of  them 
all. 

And  fuch  are  the  ideas  of  Pofittm  and 

InterpofitioTiy  which  under  the  tierms  of 

Putting  and  jUtering  sxc  the  firft  inftanccs 

of  Tranfcendental  R^Jatims  of  ASlion  Jitnpk 

in  Dr  Wilkins%    Philofoptncal   Language. 

Such  alfo  is  the  idea,  of  Secretitmy  which 

under,  the  Article,  oi  Joining  and  Separating  , 

makes  the  firft  inftance  of  Tranjcendental 

Potations  of  Action  comparate  Jn  the  faid 

Real  Charadler.    And  the  general  ideas  of 

tiiefe  Relations,  do.  ib  interchange  with 

each  other )  and  are  fo  difficult  to  be.  kept 

diftin£t  in    the  min4»    that  in  common 

uiage  or  language  they  pafs  for.the  fame. 

Joining  is  putting  things  together,  which 

is.  ftill  Pofition.     Se,cretion  alfo  is  putting 

things  afunder,  and  Xo  corned  under  Mr 

Jlboab\%  radical  idea  of  Vk>  though  it  be 

faid  to.  be  the  peculiar  and  primary  fenfe 

of  "Tl.    Nay,  it  not  only  falls  under  Mr 

Aboab'%  general  idea  of  Pofition^  but  under 

Mr  Moody's  more  limited  radical  fenfe  of 

^  Interpofttim.    .For  all  fecretion  is  made 

hy  )^n  interpo/ition  to  a  change. of  ftate  or 

condition. 

.   .    ^  Mr 


TV!  R  Moody  ixp  in  his  Preface^  ^.  28. 
'*  For  any  thing  Mr  Archdeacon  knows, 
**  Elohim  may  be  rendered  Covenant^  and 
«*  ^erith,  Godr 

What  reafon  he  had  to  fay  this,  the 
reader  will  beft  judge  by  turning  to  thofe 
pages  in  my  Dijertations  that  are  referred 
to,  viz.  56.  and  no.  I  thought  indeed 
it  was  ftrange  how  this  interchange  of 
Senfes  could  be  inferred  from  my  con- 
fkudtion  of  thofe  two  words :  But  he  ha$ 
given  me  a  pretty  ftrong  inftance  of  the 
fame  thing  happening  in  their  own  con- 
ftrudions  of  diem.  For  Lights  which  he 
fays,  /.  108.  is  the  full  Image  of  jl^^3,  is 
alfo  Mr  H's  Sk  Ely  Irradiator  or  Irradia^ 
tiofiy  which  Mr  Moody  tells  us  is  the  Light 
interpofed  between  the  Orb  of  the  Sun  and 
us.  So  here  the  ideas  of  7K  and  of  finil 
Jnterpo/ition  and  Secretion,  coincide,  and 
Mr  Moody  s  full  Image  of  the  latter ^  is  thaf 
which  Mr  H.  makes  the  true  ideal  mean-^ 
ing  of  xh^  former. 

EuT  let  us  examine  the  radical  Ideas 
propounded  for  each  of  them,  a  little  more 
particularly. 

We  have  got  for  Sk  Poffion  and  Inters 

foftion.    Nearly  related  to  each  other,  yet 

'N  3  not 
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not  tjic  fame  Ideas.  The  Qucftion  is, 
which  of  them  ought  to  be  preferred  as 
the  genuine  Idea  appropriate  to  the  Root  ? 
Both  of  them  are  applied,  with  equal  fuc- 
cefs,  as  I  think,  to  the  fame  words,  as  I 
fhall  fliew  prefently  i>  though  I  do  not  fee 
how  either  of  them  clear  up  the  fenfe  of 
the  Words,  or  of  the  paffages  which  are 
produced  as  proofs  of  their  propriety  and 
beauty  in  the  ideal  language. 

Mr  Mciody  in  laying  open  the  procefs  of 
his  difcovery  of  the  leading  idea  of  7M 
from  whence  O^^Sn,  begins  with  an  Ob- 
fervation,'  taken  from  Ifaiab  xliii.  lo.  as 
fomething  neceffary  to  be  previoufly  known, 
— "  God  fays — Before  me  there  tvas^  m 
*'  h\li^  formed^  neither  fhall  there  h  made  t<^ 
"  bey  or  exift  after  ;w^.— — This  fhews  that 
"  S»  is  fomething  that  was  formed  by 
^*  God,  and  of  courfe,  fubjed  to  him ; 
-**  that  its  duration  is  limited,  and  that 
"  it  fliall  ceafe  to  be  what  its  name  im- 
"  ports/'  p.  27. 

This  feems  to  be  delivered  by  him  as 
a  kind  of  an  anigma^  of  which  he  leaves* 
the  fblution  to  thofe  who  can  find  it  out. 
The  text  itfclf  carries  nothing  fo  myfte- 
rious  m  it..    The  words  are  1503  K?  ♦Jlfi^ 


n*iT  tn  ♦^IHKl  7».  Before  me  there  was  no 
God  fortnedy  neither  Jhall  there  be  aftejr  me. 
Even  Mr  H.  himfelf  in  this  place,  con- 
trary to  his  cuftom  of  rendering  7K  by 
irradiator^  givea  it  by  Aleim.^^-"-^  Before 
me  there  was  no  Aleim  formed^  &c.  Mof. 
fine  prin.  p- 30.  And  the  fenfe,  I  ^hink, 
is  obvious  enough,  when  this  text  is  com- 
pared with  chap.  xliv.  8.  Is  there  a  Go4 
befides  met  and  chap,  xli.  4.  I  the  Lordj 
thefirjiy  and  with  thelajiy  lam  He.  But 
Mr  Moody  thinks  it  a  legitimate  inference 
from  no  7K  being  formed  before  God^  that 
therefore  an  7N,  whatever  it  means,  was 
formed  by  him.     And  this  obliges  him  to 

interpret  the  words  following neither 

Jhall  there  be  any ^  of  a  limited  duration  of 
the  formed  *?»,  fo  that  it  fhall  not  exift 
after  God :  But  fhall  ceafe  to  be  what  its 
name  imports ;  though,  what  that  is,  he 
doth  not  fay. 

After  having  thus  fet  out,  he  proceeds, 
"  Here  is  a  word  predicated  of  many 
*•  things  which  feemingly  have  no  relation 
**  to  each  other,  unlefs  they  are  conneded 
**  by  fome  common  idea/*  ibid. 

And  when  an  idea  is  found  cxtenfive 

enough  to  conned  fo  many  thmgs  toge- 

N  4  ther. 
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thcr,  It  will  prove  to  be  an  idea  fo  com- 
pion  to  many  other  things  alfo,  and  to 
other  words,  as  to  exhibit  a  relation  be- 
tween 7K  and  other  roots,  as  evidently^  as 
it  doth  fhew  the  relation  between  7K  an4 
its  derivatives,  or  between  the  many  things^ 
of  which  Sk  itfelf  is  dedicated. 

"  What  this  idea  or  image  is,  becomes 
^^  the  next  Queftion.  Strength  we  have 
^^  fepn  capnot  be  the  Image.  Jt  is  unde-^ 
^«  terminate,  becaiife  it  may  be  communi- 
^'  cated  many  ways,  and  by  varioiis  ijieans/' 
ibid.  ■     \   ^ 

But  it  is  not  rnore  undeterminate  than 
Mr  AboaFs  Pojitiqn^  An  idea,  that  by 
Mr  Ahoab\  own  account  of  it  is  conveyed 
many  more  ways,  and  by  more  various 
means  than  tl;Le  id?a  of  5/r^;^/A  is  com- 
municated by. 

.  It  is  not  more  undeterminate  than  Mr 
Bate^  radical  fenfd  of  n7N,  which  includeai 
all  the  curfes  in  the  Bible^  and  in  nature^ 
and  denote?  them,  by  how  many  ways'fo?- 
ever,  or  by  what  various  means  foever  th? 
ideas  of  them  are  conveyed. 
*  N  o  R  is  it  more  undeterminate  than  hi? 
pWQ  leading  fenfe  of  *I4  Secretion^  or 
,  ^  Mji 
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Mr  BiUes  Purificatkny  as  will  be /hewn 
«iyhen  we  come  to  that  article* 

The  principal  reafon  of  his  rcjcding 
Strength  (which  he  refers  to,  in  faying 
*^  Strength;  njse  have  feen^  cannot  be  the 
"  imaged")  "  is  that  ^K  an4  ^T^if  are  put 
**  promifctjoufjy  by  Marius  as  the  fame 
**  word,  SLjid  Jirength  is  the  fignification 
*^  given  tto  theqi  both  :  gut  there  is  not 
^^  an  inftance  where  they  arc  ligiited  to 
^'  the  fenfe  oiforce^  ov JirengthJ'  p,  35. 

But  fhould  he  not  have  added  to 
Marius^  account  of  their  fignification  and 
promifguous  ufe  what  Marius  fays*  of  TH 
or  bn,  Eft  ftiam  cogngmen  Ipjius  Dei  Bene-- 
4iSli''-'^'--^uoniamfortitudo  &  robur  eft  Ipfi 
JDeus  in  diviftone  prima  ?  And  is  not  Pfal, 
ixxxviii,  5.  (S*K  ^^»  na:ip  %n»>n  lam  as  a 
man  that  hath  no  ftrength^)  an  inftancc 
where  the  word  is  limited  to  force  or 
ftrength  ?  But  wo^ds,  he  fays,  which  ex- 
prefs  thefe  (attributes  in  God,  are  general- 
ly joined  to  bti  as  Sk  Sini  the  Great, .  nU JH. 
the  Mighty,  &c.  Deut.  x.  17.  Neh.  i.  5. 
and  ix.  32.  Jer.  xxxii.  18.  "  Now  if 
*^  ftrength  is  the  idea  of  7K,  then  in  the 
"  texts  abovecited  it  is  a  mere  tautology, 
/f  It  is  faying  ihcftrcmg  one  isftrong,  the 

^' great 


[  i86:] 

^^  great  one  is  great y  and  the  mighty  one 
**  mighty^  \yith  which  (fays  he)  I  fhould 
**  be  loth  to  charge  an  infpired  writer." 
ibid.  Bat  if  ^Tn;!  and  niai  have  the  felf 
fame  nieaning  or  idea  with  Sk,  (which 
by  this  account  they  muft  have)  fuppo- 
'  fing  7H  to  mean  Jirong ;  then  whatever 
be  the  meaning  of  ^K,  here  is  an  acknow- 
ledgment that  thofe  two  words  mean  the 
feme  thing,  contrary  to  the  pofition  in 
p.  t6.  that  there  are  not  two  roots  for  one  and 
the  fame  image  or  idea.  But  if  thefe  two 
words  convey  different  images,  they  may  al- 
fo  each  of  them  convey  in  image  as  diffe- 
rent from  that  of  7K  as  from  thofe  of  each 
other.  ■  7^  likewife  when  applied  to 
to  the  Deity  is  more  than  an  Epithet ;  it 
is  a  name  of  God :  and  though  it  be  fuppo- 
fed  to  be  taken  from  h^ii  robur  *  as  n3i  ^ 

man 


*  Mr  H.  indeed  will  not  allow  it  to  ,be  an  abridgment 
ef  b^K.  He  rather  "  chafes  to  fuppofe  it  a  foreign  word, 
*'  %  name  corrapted  from  fome  other  word  by  a  change 
^^ofalener*  or  vowel,  aodfo  a  reclaimed^  name.**  hkf. 
JtM  prtnc,  p.  47.  But  in  Other  refpeds  his  objeftions  arc 
almoft  verBafim  the  fame  widi  Mr  Moodj\  efpecially  that 
Which  npkdk  the  nfe  of  words  of  the  fame  meaning  joined 
widi  ha  in  the  faveral  texu  cited  by  Mr  Mo&ify.  But 
concerning  the  idea  or  image  of  the  root  ^K  they  differ 

widely. 


%■' 


[187] 
Plan  is  taken  from'iaa  valuif^  rt^uftusfiihy 
(fo  vir  among  the  Latins  a  viribus)  and 
as  ^♦n  an  army  from  7*n  Robur^  Vires  \ 
yet  it  IS  ufed,  like  thofe  words,  when 
a  fubftantive,  along  with  an  adjedlive  or 
epithet  expreffive  oi  ftrength.  Thus  J^ 
xxxvi.  5.  n^na  ^K  \r\  behold  God  \%firong. 
Ifa.  ix.  6.  and  x,  20.  *iUi  ^tt  God  is 
mighty.  So  S^n  *1UJ  a  mighty  man  of 
valour.  I  Chrori.  xii.  28.  2  -Kfff^i  v.  t. 
and  lUJ  "j^h  ^  w/^i&/y  ^^/wy.  Great  force^, 
Ezek.  xxxvii.  10.  DHUJ  ♦Sk  i^i?rf^i  /o-, 
tentium  Ezek.  xxxii.  20. 

Nevertheless  fo  fure  is  Mr  Moody  of 

an  infufferable  tautology  in  thefe  epithets^ 

when  joined  with  *7K  under  the  lenfe  of 

ftrengtbj     that  he  fays,    "  though  good 

Mr 


yvidely.  Mr  H,  fays,  "there  is  no  verb  to  give  the 
<'  idea  of  h)^  nor  of  ^>K.  So  if  we  fuppofe  it  to  be  of  Vk 
'*  we  muft  take  the  idea  from  the  things  the  words  are  afed 
**  for^  which  might  be  emblems,  v/s.  the  Ram,  and  the 
''Stag,  and  the  Scarabseas,  not  the  ftrong^ft  creatnret^ 
**  but  the  two  firft  with  horns,  and  the  laft  with  horns 
«*  and  6et  IrraMattng.^^  M»f,  fim  frin.  p.  49.  Thus  he 
g^ns  the  idea  IrratUatUft,  and  the  meaning  of  ^K  IrraM- 
lator.  Whereas  Mr  Moody  finds  the  image  given  by  ^K 
or  Vk  to  be  a  poftt  and  ^ithers  from  thence  the  ruling 
ide&  kOirpofiiioM.  And  extends  this  idea  to  EMim,  for 
which  Mr  H.  finds  another  root  nbn.  So  doth  Mr  Batt. 
Which  of  theic  are  we  to  abide  by  f 


[  i88  3 
f^  Mr  Archdeacon  advifes  us  to.  be  content 
<*  with  our  ignorance,  yet  we  will  look  out 
**  for  fome  other  idea  more  conformable 
*^  to  the  texts  in  which  this  word  is  ufed, 
**  and  try  to  find  out  its  original  import 
'*  or  primary  image,"  /.  25. 
•  H  E  would  not>  I  believe,  have  hurt 
himfelf  or  his  caufe,  if  he  had  on  this 
occafion  given  fome  attention  to  my  advice : 
For  there  are  limits  beyond  which  wc 
cannot  fafely  go,  though  under  pretence 
t)f  acquiring  more  knowledge,  and  when 
we  do  attempt  to  go  beyond  thofe  limits 
that  bound  our  enquiries,  we  too  often  get 
out  of  our  depth,  lofe  our  footing,  and 
fodifable  our  felves,  as  to  put  it  in  the 
power  of  what  we  may  call  ignorance  in 
others  to  inftru^  us,  and  recal  us  from 
Qur  vain  purfuits. 

But  Mr  Moody  proceeds,  "  Among 
*'  the  fignifications  given  to  this  word 
^*  (viz  7KJ  we  find  that  It  and  its  deriva-' 
"  tjve  7K  are  njade  Ezek.  xl.  8,  to  fignify* 
^^  ^pojiy  pojlisy  ^^svr^VL^fortitudoy  Jirengtb; 
^*  &c,  fo  that  this  niay  give  us  the  proper 
"  image."  p.  27. 

But  here  I  niuft  obferve  before  we  go 
further,   that  he  breaks  one  of  his  pwn 

rules 
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tvlti^  laM  do^n  as  necefTary  to  guide  our" 
enquiries  into  radical  ideas>  For  he  takesr 
tins  proper  image  of  Sk  from  the  common  ' 
interpretation  of  the  word  given  by  the 
interpreters  ;  whereas  he  tells  us  himfelf  at 
p.  45*  that  in  the  ihveftigation  of  the  radi* 
cal  {enfe  of  Elobim^  his  Reader  is  ^'  not 
"  to  cpnfid^r,  if  this  be  poffiblc,  how  it 
<*  has  been  hitherto  tranflated,  but  to  fup- 
<*;pofe  the  meaning  of  the  word  to  be. 
«  now  required.'* 

JT  H  E  meaning  therefore  of  hit  or  h^a  h 
now : re^uired^.  P^isy  poji^'  is  no  more 
th^A  the  common  tranfktion  of  the  word 
hith^rtO)  and^  theoefore  muft^:iif  poflihleg 
be  looked  upon>  4s  out  of  the.qUefUon^  at 
leaft  for  the  prefelit.  We^  nuift :  endea-* 
vour  then  to  gather  its  true  fignification 
from  the*  context.  But  here  the  difficulty 
returfts.  For  if  we  may  not  confider  how 
the:  words  of  the  context  have  been  hither- 
to ti-9.nilated>  we  muft  fuppofe  the  mean- 
ing of  them  all  to  .be  now  required ;  and 
in  this  cafe  I  do  notfee  how  the  difficulty 
will.be  got  over,  notwithftanding  what 
is  reconunended  by  Mr  H  from  Goujfet 
concerning  ^'  the  examination  of  eacb 
"  word  by   the  uiage  in  itfelf,    without 

!!  depending 


^depending  oa  any  of  the.  Verfions, 
«  Greek,.  Vulgar,  Oriental,  Old,  or  New" 
{RemarkSy  p.  i2g.)  But  on  the  other 
hand,  if  we  may  folbw  the  trai^ations, 
(efpecially  where  they  all  agree)  as  Mr 
JMbody  does  m  this  inftance;  nay  if  we 
may  efteetn  diem  fo  highly  as  to  take 
radical  fenfes  from  them,  I  can  fee  no 
reafon  why  we  fhould  fcruple  thdr  au« 
thority  widi  rcfpeft  to  iecondary  and 
fubordinate  fenfes  of  derivatives:  or  why 
we  may  not  truft  to  the  tran^don  they 
give  us  of  £^y6//^,  as  well  as  to  the <tran& 
lation  they  give  of  the  word  which  giveS 
the  proper  image  (according  to  Mr  Moody) 
both  of  ibaf  word,  and  of  dl  the  other 
derhates  x>f  W«  viz.  A  fofi. 

-But  now  thri:  we  have  got  the  proper 
imagCy  it  is  not  without  extraordinary 
difficulty,  as  well  as  uncertainty,  that  it 
can  be  made  applicable  to  the  derivatives* 
The  general  Idea  to  be  taken  from  it,  and 
which  is  to  ruk^  »  nothing  bat  an  in« 
ference  from  an  opinion  of  one  of  thoie 
men,  Whoni  Mr  Moo(fy  fpeaks  very  con- 
temptibly of.   Rabbi  Damdi   and  an  in<- 

terpretadon 
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terpretation  of  Mercer*s*  from  whence 
Mr  Mooify  '^  thinjks  it  s^peais,  that  this 
*'  word  is  a  word  of  condition  and  oifice ; 
*'  and  that  this  edition  and  ^e  is  jfe- 
^^  terpojition  I  fomething  which  Hke-a  ^, 
^\  porch  J  vault y  arcby  or  JheU  over  a  door, 
"  is  interp^ed  to .  take  upon  itfelf  what 
**  would  odierwifelie  or  fall  upon  another, 
"  and  which  by  this  interpq/ition  changes 
"  the  condition  ^  of  the  perfoa  or  thing, 
<<  even  at  the  hazard  of  the  change  of  its 
^l  own  c;ondition  If  nakedj  uncovered, 

"  ^d  cxpofed,  it  covers,  fheltcrs,  an4 
"  wards  oflf  thp  blow,  by  this  its  fituation 
«  or,^."  p.  2I 

, :  jglK  D  thus  the- fignificatiori  of  bK  or  S^it 
£4a^.yxl.  8*  Which  is,  he  iays,  j»j/?w,  and^ 
which  the  interpreters  render  by  limenyOt 
fuperUminare,  is  transferred  to  anctf her  idea, 

viz* 


*  **  RMi  David  fays  it  was  a  Uftmlo  or  firmix  what 
'<  the  French  call  nnute^  and  we  zJbeiloT  wtultei  atch^. 
*' In  his  book  of  roots  he  allots  to  Q^'ity  as  being  of  the 
'*  fame  root,  the  kmt  fenfe.  It  is»  fa^s  Mtrcer^  a  ftVh 
**  minence  over  a  gate»  a^  a  Ram  (called  alfo  ^'K)  ha^  pro- 

**  minent  horns,    with  which  he  beats  off  aflaalts. So 

**9L  porch  or  JheU  which  beats  off,  and  fkfcens  us'^ni 
'^ftorms,  (cyiyi£^and  the  like,  the  enibledis  andfore- 
"  taiiesof  God*8  judgments)  by  interftfit^  between  us  uA 
[*  them:'  p.  27,  28. 


"vr 


v\x.  Situation^  which  in  EngHfh  is  indeed* 
alfo  called  P^,  but  is  not,  as  I  conceive, 
a  fenfe  conveyed  by  the  Hebrew.  And 
inftead  of  one  idea,  we  have  got  a  Groupe 
of  Ideas;  ineluded  in  one  term  df  Office ; 
Interpojitim  ;  whereby  the  condition:  of  a 
perfon  or  thing  is  changed;  it  the  hazard' 
of  the  change  of  the  condition  of  another 
perfon  or  thing.  Which,  if  it  is  to  be 
carried  through  all  the  derivatives  that 
Mr  Moody  puts  under 'W,  is,  to  my  thmk- 
ing,  very  perplexing,  and  muft  embarrafs 
the  meaning  of  every  word,  inftead  of 
afcertaining  or*  clearing  it  up. 

He  attempts  a  further  explanation  of 
it.  He  obferves  the  Latin  word  pojiis  is 
derived  from  poJUus  or  pojitis.  (Where 
we  plainly  have  Mr  Aboab\  radical  idea 
Pojkion)  but  when  Mr  Moody  adds — "  viz. 
"from  its  being  placed  BETWEEN 
"  one  thing  and  another,  by  which /^  or 
« pojition  it  gains  a  condition  it  had  not 
"  naturally,  p,  28.''  he  deviates  from,  and 
endeavours  to  improve  upon^  Mr  Aboab 
without  any  teafon.  For  though  it  be 
really  true  of  every  poji  fo  placed,  that  it 
is  interpofed  between  two  other  things, 
yet  this  Idea  of  the.  interpojition  of  a  poji^ 

'     I  believe 
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t  bdlieve  ndver  entered  into  any  oian's  head 
fill  Mr  Moody  put  it  there;  And  furely 
It  is  not  a  proper  image  to  be  taken  for 
our  guide  into  the  primary  fenfe  of  thofe 
important  words,  deferiptive  of  the  Divine 
Perfons  and  Adlionfe  to  which  he  afttrwards 
applies  it. 

"So  (fays  Mr  Moody)  it  fignifies  a  valley^ 
"  or  plain^  which  is  interpofed  between 
"  two  hills/'  {\h^)  But  the  idea  fuits 
full  as  well  to  a  nwunfain  which  is  inters, 
pofed  between  two  "uallies  or  plains  ;  tho* 
it  cannot  be  faid  of  cither  of  them,  that  by 
this  portion  it  gains  a  condition  that  it  had 
not  naturally :  nor  will  either  of  them  re- 
tain tWt  other  part  of  the  idea,  which 
rcfpefts  the  change  of  condition  of  the 
things  between  which  the  interpofitidn  is 
made,  though  it  is  v^ry  certain  in  both 
the  cafes,  that  fuch  a  change  cotild  not 
otherwife  be  made  than  at  the  hazard 
of  their  fton  condition,-*^-^  But  indeed 
with  refpcft  to  local  pojition^  or  interpofitioriy 
all  created  matter  falls  under  thefe  Gentle-^ 
mens  radical  ideas^  becaufe  there  is  not 
a  particle  of  matter  without  its  proper  and 
diftindt  pqfition^  and  its  interpojition  be- 
tween others. 

Part  IU.  O  One 
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On  e  would  not  it  firft  fight  think  K 
Ifcafy  to  carry  cither  of  thefe  ti^o  radical 
Idea*  intb  fuch  words  as  ♦Vrtt  perbapSi 
peradn^entun :  But  Mr  jiboab  fhcws,  p.  J^ii 
how  it  may  be  done  with  regard  to  bis 
idea  pojition.  viz.  Gen.  xviii.  24,  28^  Sfa 
peradventure  (♦biK)  there  be  50  righteous 

•^ "  putting  the  cafe  (fays  he)  there  be 

•*  fifty  righteous."  And  Mr  Moody  may  re- 
concile his  idea  with  it  as  well,  by  interpo-^ 
fing  the  cdfe  there  be  fifty  righteous. 

7N^  is  a  verb  which  they  both  agree  i^ 
of  the  family  of  "jj? ,  ahd  therefore  mufi 
convey  the  fatne  radical  idea.  Thus 
I  Sam.  xvii-  39.  "  T>a^id  girded  his  fword 
•*Hpon  his  armour,  Sh^I  and  affayed  to 
"  go,  for  he  had  not  tried  them.  This^ 
•*  Mr  Aboab  tells  us  mieant,  David  oppofed 
•*  gding  &k  had  no  experience,  p.  43. 
«  There  is  poJitioH:"  But  Mr  Moody  fays^ 
•«he  ihterpojedi  he  int&fered^  becaufe  he 
^<  had  not  tried  them."  p.  ^5.  "  For  after 
"  David  is  compkatly  arched  and  ready 
"  to  go,  there  is  an  hiterpojitim  made  to 
"  his  actual  goings  And  fdr  i  change  of 
"  dreft,  exprefled  by  the  word  vh.  "/•  36* 

M  R  j^ett?^  iridded  falk  in  with 
..^Ir  Moody  %  radical  idea  at  p.  41.    where 

he 
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he  rfenders--*— WKin  (/  bavi  taken  upori. 
iw^tofpcak.  Gen.iLvm.  27,  31.)  by — "I 
"  interpofe  to  fpeak/'  And  again  Gen* 
xxxi.  29.  n^  hih  8^*  It  is  in  the  power  of 
my  hand.-*-*"  It  is  (fays  Mr  Aboab)  in  the 
"  itaerpoftion  of  my  hand  to  do  thee  hurt; 
'*  ■  If  Iput  it  forth  on  this  occafion  I  can 
**  afflid  thee/'  And  Mr  Moody  can  fcarce 
be  faid  to  differ  from  Mr  Aboab  in  the 
account  they  give  of  the  pronoun  n*7K  tbefe 
of  tbofi.    For  whereas  Mr  Aboab  tells  us, 

p.  41.   "  that  fuch  pronouns  as ^Tbefe 

"  arc  the  generations—*?^^  are  the  word« 
**— — TA^  are  the  names,— —*-^r.  mean 
**  The  pojita^  viz.  what  are  laid  or  laying 
**  down  are  the  words^  names^  &c/'  So 
Mr  Moodyy  p.  29.  "  "Thefe^  I'hofe,  that  is, 
*'  P^/4X ;  things  or  perfons  interpofed."^ 
But  whilft  they  are,  each  of  them,  fo 
much  concerned  for,  and  intent  upon, 
their  own  radical  ideas,  I  do  not  find  that 
they  have  taken  any  notice  of,  or  fpokert 
with  any  referve  to  the  more  fublime  ac- 
count of  n^K  the  plural  pronoun,  which  is 
given  by  Mr  Holloway  in  his  Originals.  * 
O  2  But' 

•  •'  As  Hin  the  name  of  the  t,ff$ntf  in  Chrijt  is  the 
**  firft  ot^hkffinguiarfrQnoun  of  the  third  perfon  (Hi),  So 
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'  But'  the  grcateft  difficulty  will  be 
found  to  lie  in  the  application  cf  thefc 
primary  ideas  of  Pofition  and  InterpQ/itiorty 
to  Vk  in  its  various  ufes  as  a  particle.  And 
I  think  it  has  as  fuch,  no  lef»  than  four 
or  five  and  twenty  ufages  according  to 
Noldius.  Mr  Aboab  does  not  venture  to 
to  try  his  radical  idea  with  any  of  them. 
Mr  Moody  however  attempts  to  adjufl 
his  idea  to  them  in  three  inftances,  viz. 
when  Sk    fignifies    TO,    FROM,   and 

NOT. ''^0  zvAfrom  (he  fays)  imply 

•*  interpojition  between  the  place  from 
^^  whence  you  come,  and  the  place  to  which 
"  you  go.  iV^  is  a  particle  of  prohibition^ 
"  which  any  thing  interpofed  is.*'  p.  29. 

N  o  w  if  all  the  benefit  that  arifes  from 
knowing  the  true  and  primary  fenfe  of 
Roots,  be  only  to  difcoverfuch  a  connexion  o£ 

words 

•*  is  n^K  alah  (which  is  the  rooUof  the  Divine  Pcrfonal 
•'  name  Elabim)  the  firft  or  c\i\t^ pronoun  plural^  only  dif- 
••  fercntly  pointed  or  pronounced,  wk,  H^X  Elah  (Tbey), 
••  Which  is  an  additional  evidence  of  the  Trinity.  For 
*•  if  ri^K  iifclf  in  tht  lingular  do  (as  to  the  letters  whidi 
**  compofe  the  word  with  only  a  divcrfe  pointing  or  pro* 
**  nuncation)  cxprefs  a  plurality  of  Pcrfons,  much  more 
••  muft  Elabim,  the  fame  word,  in  the  proper  plural  form 
«*  of  the  fame,  cxprefs  a  plurality  of  Divine  Perfon%  as 
**  they  have  made  the  fame  their  pcrfonal  name."  Origi- 
fiali  Pbyjical  and  Theological,     Vol.  II.  ^.  113, 
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words  of  different  fenfes,  with  each  other, 
and  with  the  root  of  wl^ich  they  are  deri- 
vatives, as  hath  been  difcovered  in  ^K, 
and  what  are  called  its  derivatives,— I 
cannot  think  it  a  matter  -of  any  confe- 
quence,  either  for  the  credit  of  the  Hcbrevf 
Tongue,  or  for  the  ufe  of  the  pcrfon  who 
ftudies  it,  For  indeed  fuch  an  ideal  lan^ 
guage  as  they  would  make  the  Hebrew  to 
be,  woqld  be  the  moft  uncertain  and  ufe- 
lefs  of  all  languages,  becaufe  you  may 
give,  what  fenfe  you  will  to  words  in  it, 
only  preferving  the  moft  diftant  and  faint 
glimpfe  of  the  Original  Idea, 

The  taftes  of  fome  people  may  be  fo 
formed,  as  to  contemplate  thefe  kinds  of 
connexions  with  pleafurc,  and  perhaps  to 
value  and  delight  in  them  the  more,  the 
lefs  open  they  lie  to  common  apprehen- 
(ion.  For  when  the  fource  of  the  idea  is 
fxtreamly  abftrufe,  and  the  links  of  its 
ponnexion  with  other  words  too  fine  to  be 
perceived  by  every  eye,  the  greater  is  the 
merit  of  difcovering  it  in  its  diftant  and 
latent  recefs,  and  reclaiming  it  to  its  ancient 
ufe  in  the  ideal  language :  greater  fkill  alfo 
is  flipwn  in  tracing  it  through  all  the  ways 
by  which  it  branches  oiF^  and  where  often- 
'  O  3  timeS;j 
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timcsi  «o  path  for  it  is  to  be  found  by 
thofe,  who  have  lefs  acumen  for  thefc  rc« 
fearches. 

I  M  u  s  T  not  upon  this  occaGon  onut 
the  mention  of  a  derivative  from  75(,  or 
more  immediately  from  nW,  which  nci^ 
ther  Mr  Aboab  nor  Mr  Moody  have  taken 
any  notice  of  upon  this  head  of  primary 
fenfes ;  but  which  neverthclcfs  is  given  us 
by  the  author  of  the  Chriftian  Platiy  as  an 
inftance  of  an  extraordinary  connexion  of 
a  derivative  with  its  root  ^--^and  of  a  fe^ 
condary  fenfe  with  the  radical  idea^  viz, 
H^Vk  Cauda  arietis. 

The  hint  indeed  is  taken  from  Anena-^ 
rausy  who  under  hSk  dejeravit  (for  he 
makes  this  to  be  "the  root,  and  not  7Jt) 
firft  puts  amongft  the  nouns  TV}^  dejera^ 
tio  I   and  afterwards  TVhtH  Cauda  animalis  : 

Concerning  which  he  add&^ Etjigurate 

fonitur  in  forma  imprecationis^  Juxta  illud^ 
PeuL  xxviii, 

"These  names  (fays  the  Author  of 

**  the  Chrijlian  Plan)  feemingly  fo  difi^ent 

"  in  their  nature,  and  meaning,   are  con-» 

-"  nefted  WE  S  E  E  by  the  idea  of  Exe^ 

'V  crationy   which   is  the  firft  and  ruling 

^^^ fenfe  in  each."  ^.21.     But  hpw  will 

Mr 
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Mr  Ahab  or  Mr  Moody  rdi/h  this,  when 
either  pojkion  or  interpojition  are  i4cas  as 
eafily  to  be  carried  into  this  noun  as  into 
any  other,  and  more  eafily  at  firft  fighf 
than  execration  ?— — I  beg  leave  however 
to  remark  on  this  paffage,  that  3iT  is  pro- 
perly Cauda  animalisy  being  a  general  word 
applicable  to  all  creatures  5  whereas  fivit 
in  Scripture  is  only  ufed  for  the  tall  or 
rump  of  a  Ram  or  Sheep^  and  only  of  that 
fpecies  of  Kams  *  (common  in  thofe 
caftern  countries)  whofe  tails  were  of  an 
enormous  fize,  and  exceeding  fat.  And 
what  is  more,  3it  is  the  word  ini^^/'.xxviii. 
quoted  by  Avenarius^  in  which  Chapter 
r??K  is  not  once  mentioned ;    nor  indeed 

^  **  C^ttda  arieds  vel  oris  tantum,  cum  33?  fit  g^T^e* 

."  rat."    5«*/. Called   the  famous  BuxtorJ  in  t^c 

thriftian  Tl^n,   p.  20. 

GqUiu  uppn  t^xc  Arabic  X\>h)k *•  Cauda'  ovis  vel  ari- 

^^ei;f,  fed  daataxatAagoa  ilia  piuguis  &  adipofa  quales  in 
*'  ^ovtbus  orientii  fpe£lare  eft.  Caudam  aucem  ovis  cogi* 
"  |nanem»  quales  Europxas  habent  communi  nomine  Ara* 
«  bes  33?  oti  &  Haebraei  33?."     C^^/.  Zf;c.  Col.  146. 

See  alfo  Bochart.  Hurox.  Parti,  lib.  ii.  p.  45.  where 
,be  jniesprets  n>^M»  and  diAinguiihes  it  from  33?  io  the 
&QC  xnaivper,  aod  adds  **  eandem  vocem  ofurpant  Samari* 
•*  iani,  Syrif  CpaU^i,  &  AraSes.**    p.  494, 

See.aUbM!0^^*s  Hift.  jEM^f.  lib.  i.  c.  10.  nam.  i6. 
,wliere  be  fpciaks  of  H^bH  as  Jpuiali  n$mtt  afud  Uabrat^ 
M  diAipgaTih^  frpin  33?. 

O  4  is 
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is  it  found  in  the  whole  Book  of  Deutero-a 
nomy^  though  it  occurs  once  in  Exodus^ 
and  four  tinges  in  Leviticus^  in  all  whicfe 
•places  it  is  tranflated  Rump  *  in  pur  Bible^ 
?uid  Cauda  in  the  interlineary  Verfion.  But 
it  is  not  in  any  of  thofe  places  mentioned 
in  fuch  manner  as  to  convey  any  more 
fpecial  idea  of  execr(itiori^ '  than  what  all 
other  animal  Sacrifices  may  be  fuppofed  tp 
have  done. 

In  Exodus  xxix.  2a.  where  it  firft  ocr- 
curs,  the  Ram^\\oi^  Hv^  is  fpoken  oiy  is 
ftiled  SP^kSd  *?♦»,  Aries  impktionum^  or 
the  Ram  of  Confecration.  But  it  hath  no- 
thing at  all  to  do  wjth  the  Execrations  ip 
JOeut.  xxviii.  For  there  th?  word  is  33T, 
and  ufed  in  a  peculiar  metaphorical  fenfe. 
For  it  is  faid  among  the  benedictions  "  Je^ 
"  bovah  will  give  thee  to  be  the  Hea4 
^^  (B^Nn)  and  not  the  tail''  (2i?)  ver.  13. 

And  among  the  Curfes^ ^^  He  ihall  be 

"  the  Head^    and  thou  flialt  be  (lit)  th^ 

'^^  tail;' 

*  *'  Gimus  autem  n»^K  interpretatur  C^ungjy  fell  caro, 
♦'  &  adeps  qttibus  protuberant  hates,  &  attribuit  eqao, 
**  alino,  mulo^  etiam  homini."     Golius^  ibid. 

**  Unde  ad  homines  transfertur  qui  habent  nates  carne  & 
**  arvina  diftentas.'-  Bochart.  ibid.  But  though  this  fenfe 
is  retained  in  Arabic,  yet  whether  the  Hebrews  fo  ufed  the 
word,  as  our  tranflators  %med  to  think  may  be  queftioxiedr 
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«  tail,"'  vcr.  44.  Now  though  ?vSk  hath 
a  cojiMxion  with  ^t,  and  air  is  here  fi- 
guratively put  to  cxprefs  a  ftate  of  male-- 
SSlim  or  woe  (as  tPKT  is  put  to  cxprefs  a 
ftat^  of  fuccefs  and  profperity) :  Yet  how 
ijit  thus  figuratively  put,  can  help  towards 
giving  the  radical  idea  of  H^Sk  in  its  //- 
feral  cmJiruSlion^  is  paft  my  underftand- 
ing.  Or  if  there  had  been  no  figure  in 
this  ufe  of  2Jt,  yet  how  the  ruling  idee 
of  rhvi  ihould  pals  through  another  word, 
wherein  it  cannot  rule  (as  the  word  con- 
fifts  intirely  of  different  radical  letters)  in 
order  to  reaffunie  its  rule  in  JivK,  is  fome- 
thing  very  fingular  and  extraordinary. 

The  fame  author,  in  the  fame  page, 
gives  us  the  foundation  of  the  relation  be- 
tween nStJ  ^ercusy  and  nSx  Dejeratio^ 
VIZ.  **  That  the  Oak  was  the  fymbolical, 
"  and  emblematical  Tree  of  the  Elohim  in 
^^  Paradife :  But  upon  ALE,  the  curfe 
^*  taking  place,  it  was  made  to  produce 
"  only  acorns." 

But  this  is  founded  on  two  fuppofi- 
tions,  Firft,  that  ^\fomey  if  not  mojl  of  the 
f '  Trees  in  Paradife  were  fymbolical  repre- 
^'  fentatives  of  fpiritual  Things  or  Beings,'* 
^c,     SeQ/.  19. 

SfiCONDLT 
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SECdNDjLY,  that  therefore  "itis/r^- 
'<  baile^  that  this  tree  was  intended  by  hav<- 
^'  ing  the  fame  namey  to  put  man  conti^ 
^<  nuaily  in  mind  of  what  was  conununi«- 
**  cated  or  conveyed  by  the  p^ibnal  Noun 
^^  which  was  formed  firom,  and  of  ^the 
'^^  fame  letters."  ibid,  and  p.  20. 

But  this  gives  us  no  idea  of  Deferatimy 
neidiK  doth  Avenariuiy  (as  our  author 
owns)  put  it'  under  the  Jiame  root  with 
nW  D£USy  and  Dejeratia.  And  though 
others  place  it  under  n^  juravity  adjura^ 
wty  (xc.  y£t  none  of  diem  do  fo  from  an 
opinion  th$t  it  hath  the  idea  of  makdiSim 
conveyied  in  it.  At  leaft  I  do  not  find  from 
;any  of  the  Lexicographers  that  they  fo 
{slaoe  it  on  that  account^^  or  under  thait 
conception.  And  as  for  frwing  itspareth^ 
tage  and  legitimacy  from  thefiate  of  execra-^ 
iiouy  wbidf  this  tree  feems  now  to  be  tinder. 
-  ■  '  It  is  9-  proof  of  its  namey  that  doth 
not  well  .ccMifift  wiA  the  re^fon  above 
given,  viz.  that  it  was  intended  by  its  name 
in  Paradifey  to  put  man  in  mind  of  tvbat  was 
communicated  hy  the  perfonal  noun  it  was 
formed  from  :  Unlefs  it  be  faid  that  it  was 
called  hSk  in  paradifiy  as  being  the  em^ 
blematical  tree  of  the  Elabim,  and  rhif 

after 
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after  the  Curfe  took  place,  a$  a  ptrpetud 
memorial  of  that  Event.  Which  akeratiofi 
In  the  leading  ftnfe  of  the  iame  noun,  if 
it  uiay  be  allowed  of,  I  <lo  not  iee  why 
Mr  Aboab's  radical  idea,  Pqfitimy  might 
not  take  place  in  Thvt  the  Oak  in  Para^fe^ 
from  its  eminent  ftation  in  the  nudA  or 
center  of  the  Garden,  (conceroing  which^ 
fee  Elibuy  p.  26.  and  Mr  Bati^  Efay 
towards  explaining  the  iiid  chapter  of  Ge^ 
nejisy  p.  24.)  and  why  Mr  Moo^\  radi- 
t:al  idea  Interpo/iti^n^  might  not  take  place 
from  the  time  that  the  Curfe  took  plac^ 
and  made  tm  interpofition^  to  the  change 
of  its  condition  from  beaxing  paradifiacal 
fruity  to  bearing  ncormS 

1  HAVE  brought  the  primitive  ideas  of 
thefe  two  laft  words  T\hi!i  CauJay  and  rhn 
^ercus,  out  of  this  learned  writer,  by 
way  of  fuppleoaent  to  Mx  Jhab'^  and  Mr 
Mmdy%  Obfervations.  So  that  now  wc 
have  got  from  ^ch  a  radical  idea  for  the 
whole  Family  of  bjf  or  nW-  Yet  it  doth 
not  hitherto  appear  whether  W  or  ji^K  be 
the  legitimate  Head  of  the  Hoiijfe>  or 
what  is  the  one  true  ruling  jdea  ^lat  is 
conveyed  tfaroiigh  fdl  their  ^ivatives^ 
Mr  Jkoftb  ^  Mr  Moody  ftanding  upfor 

the 
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the  claims  of  hti  under  two  different  ideal 
titles,  and  the  laft  cited  author  (to  whom 
I  prefume  I  may  join  Mr  Bate)  reftina;  the 
prerogative  of  the  radical  idea  in  Tv?ti  to 
curfe. 

•  So  that  after  all  their  enquiries  into  the 
primary  and  leading  idea  of  Elohiniy  no- 
thing further  is  concluded,  than  that  there 
are  three  images^  or  ideas^  out  of  which  we 
may  choofe  for  ourfelves,  viz.  Pofition^ 
Interpojitiony  and  Execration. 

And  'fo  it  will  appear  alfo  in  refpeft  of 
the  other  word  in  Controverfy,  'oiz.  nn3. 
The  author  of  the  G6r^/^7«  P/^;?,  follow- 
ing Mr  H.  and  Mr  C.  deduces  it  from  BaR 
or  BaRaR  noun  or  verb^  p.  8.  But  Mr 
Jboahy  p.  49.  MrjB^/^,  p.  151.  and  Mr 
Moody y  p.  105.  fay  that  m  is  the  root. 
But  if  all '  the  biliteral  nouns,  commonly 
thought  to  be  derived  from  verbs,  are  to 
be  accounted  roots,  becaufe^  as  'Mr  Bate 
fays,  ti^o  letters  are  as  many  as  we  want  j 
or  if  all  thofe'verbs  whofe  fecond  radical 
is  doubled  ire  derivatives  oi biliteral  vfordsy 
in  the  mann'er  Mr  Moody  puts  it,  "  m  the 
''primary  root,  nni  {\h^  Rejh  doubled) 
"  the  derivative^' — we  ^fbftll  have  feveral 
biliteral  words  in  common  ufe  as  nouns 

made 
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made  the  roots  of  as  many  verbs:  And 
Mr  Aboab\  fevcrity  upon  me  for  making  a 
bare  fuppofition  of  this  kind,  on  a  certain 
Occafion,  in  the  Dijfertations^  at  p.  28. 
will  not  fcem,  in  him  at  leaft,  juftifiable; 
as  when  he  fays  that  I  "  bring  up  a  new 

"  device  to  ftudy  Hebrew  by, To  de- 

"  rive  verbs  from  nouns !  A  new  fchemc 
**  indeed,  never  heard  of  or  attempted  as 
"  yet  by  any  man  living,  inconfiftent  with 
^*  the  very  rudiments  of  grammar,  even 
"  with  common  fenfe,"  &c. 
.  B  u  T  it  IS  obfervable  that  none  of  them 
have  mentioned  among  the  words,  derived, 
as  they  fay,  from  ^3,  the  two  following 
no  and  nu,  though  they,  have  altogether 
as  good  a  right  to  be  cfteemed  derivatives 
from  12,  as  S^K  and  SlK  have  to  be  ac- 
counted by  them  of  the  family  of  b^. 

As  for  the  image  or  idea  to  be  affixed  to 
this  root,  and  to  reign  in  all  the  deflexions 
from  it,  we  have  already  feen  that  they 
are  not  as  yet  agreed  among  themfelves^. 
But  the  manner  in  which  each  of  them 
proceeds  to  make  out  the  propriety  of  their 
tefpedive  ruling  fenfeSy  and  to  adjuft  tbofe 
fenfes  refpcdively  to  all  the  words  which 
they  admit  to  be  of  this  ftock  and  farailyi 
;  hath 
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liath  not  yet  been  taken  into  confideratian :  j 

And  will  come  very  properly  in  this  place 
mider  examination. 

The  author  of  the  Q^rijlian  Flan  tells  ! 

«8,  **  It  is  eafy  to  come  at  the  fountain  ! 

«'  head  or  primary  idea,  by  tracing  it  up-  ! 

•*  wards— —that  this  idea  in  its  firft  ufe 
*•  and  original  defignation  muft  govern 
•*  throughout^  at  leaft  never  be  quite  out 
«*'of  fight.  So  in  the  word  Berifb^  upon 
^  a  fuj^pofition  that  the  rm  is  thp  word  for 
^^'^oapy  ov  fomethingy  that  in  the  nature 
•'  and  firft  ufe  of  it,  is  to  ckanfe  and  pu-^ 
*^  fify^  words  derived  from  the  fame  pure 
•*  fountain  (though  thcfc  may  in  an  in- 
'*  ferior  fenfe  be  likewife  caWed  roots,  with 
•*  refpeft  to  the  branches  (hooting  from 
•^  them)  retain  the  original  idea,  though 
*^  it  may  be  extended  to  other  things  and 
•*  meanings.  So  Berith  may  fignify  a 
*^  treaty  or  ctrumantj  and  an  wdinance^fta"  ^ 
^  tute^  or  ammandmenfj  as  they  are  the 
^  terms  and  means  of  putifkatimy  p.  8.  , 

But  this  laft  ixpreffion  limits  the  Be^ 
rkb  he  is  fpeaking  of  to  a  narrow  com- 
foSk.  Whereas  I  have  fhewn  above,  that 
Berith  fignifies  a  Treaty^  and  an  Ordi- 
mneej  &c.  when  they  cannot  be  faid  to 

H 


be  lirAt  Mud  means  of  purtficcHion ;  cr  to 
Cftrry  any  idea  of  ckm^g  at  all.  A  Co^ 
Hmarit  indeed  whoid  dbnditlons  on  min'i 
part  ard  means  cf  his  purificattoH^  or  an 
ordinance  or  kwj  tvhich  is  fpedally  ap-» 
pointed  for  purifcation^  muft  convey  that 
idea  more  or  lefs»  while  it  is  confidered  M 
terms  or  means  of  it  \  but  ihis  is  not  an 
idea  conveyed  by  the  word  idelf»  becau£s 
the  word  is  with^^eqiial  propriety  apptied 
to  treaties^  covenants^  and  ordinanceSy  ^here- 
the  idea  oi  purificatioQ  is  quite  out  ofjigbt  f 
and  whe^e  it  doth  no  more-  offer  itTetf"  iib 
the  Hebrew  Word,  than  it  doth  in  thoife  Bn» 
gUJh  w6rd8  by  which  the  Hebrew  is  r^nn 
deired ;  unlefs  it  fte  to  a  j^erfoh  already  per- 
fuaded  that  Beritbj  coming  frcMS^  BaR^ 
tnuji  retain  at  aii  times  the  idea  of  SaR  li^ 
'i^frft  ^fi  ^^  original  d^gftatitin. 

*^  For  ffoih  BaR  br  BaRaR  n&un  of 
**  verb,  die  word  BaRA  %mfying  creavit^ 
^*  ordinavity  and  BaRE  to  chi^^  elegit  %  may^ 
"  and  probably  do  conac,  as  tbiir  fenfes  4f 
"  aecomfnodation  lead  ye  to  fuppofe."  Ghri^ 
^ioH  Plan,  p.  8. 

.  But  what  arc  thefe  fi&Afes  of  aecom>^ 
modation  ?  tni  to  i:reatey  to  ofdain^  gives 
ao  »iore  fdtea  of  na  ptxre^  than  is  given 

by 
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hy  onttf  fo  dejlroyy  or  ^Sn  to  difamul  Thd 
only  fenfe  of  accommodation  between  this> 
verb  and  11  will  be  found  in  Hiphil 
4*nin  Jaginare^  if  it  be  true,  as  Mr  Aboab 
fays,  that  Kmyi/,  whicH  is  a  purification 
of  matter  fecreted  through  particular  tubes, 
is  from  *13. 

Then  again  as  to  the  other  word  mi 
elegit y  it  doth  not  feem  any  more  related 
in  fenfe  or  idea  with  ni  pure^  than  DND 
fprevit  is.  For  what  is  pure  may  htjlight-* 
edy  and  what  is  impure  may  be  ^A^;/.  In- 
deed what  is  pure  is  in  itfelf  eligible ^  (o 
are  many  other  things  eligible  on  many 
other  accounts  5  but  purity  and  rA(?/V^  are 
not  connedled  injignijication^  however  in- 
feparable  they  ought  to  be  in  the  ekSlions 
and  condudt  of  a  reafonable  agent. 

And  what  is  more,  Mr  Bate  will  not  al- 
low of  our  Author's  probable  fuppofition  that 
rni  comes  from  *ia.  Or  of  his  making 
EleSlion  a  fenfe  of  accommodation  with 
the  radical  idea,  Tvyi  is  a  diftindt  root} 
•*  It  is  conftrued  to  eat.  p.  146.  It  is 
**  not  once  conftrued  /elegit  in  the  Bible,^ 
"  nor  can  it  be  conftrued  fo."  p.  149. 
"  *ll  if  it  be  the  root  of  ji^'ll  muft  mean, 
^^purification,    and    not  chufing^    provid<c 

"  the 
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•**  tho'^riyatiyp  have  tbe  fame;  iJea-  ip  It 
**^its  coot  hath;  which  if  it  hath  not,  ^t 
*'. might   be  as   well  derived'  from  any 
^^othen'*  pk  I26v  ^ 

But  let:  us  fee  how.  the  Author  of 
the  Cbrijli/an  Phn  proceeds  to  prove  the 
fenfes  of  accommod^tioQr  in  BaRA  ai>d 
BaRE.— "The  obfcrva^ceof the.ife^ 
^*  Qrvinant  and  Ordinances,  will^  be,  under 
^^  Chrift  the  Purifier,  th?  moft  efFcaujil 
/^  ckdnfsrs^  and  the  perfons  io  cleanfed  will 
•*  be  r^  chpfm  or  eUSi:\  /.  8, 

jAn.  this  is  true;  but  then  it  is- ^i&^ 
obfervance  that  cleanfes  under  Chrift  the 
Purifier  I  the  idea  t£  purity  doth  not  arife 
^from  th^  Cflvmant  pr  Ordinances  which  arc 
.  the .  proper  fignifications  of  Berith.  And 
althoi^h  an  idea  oi purity  n^^y  he  convey'd 
in  Covenant  and  Ordinanfies  when  they  .are 
.ftiicd  Holyy  and .  confidercd  as  means,  {f 
purification,  yet  this  idea  is  fuggefted  by 
the  epithet  Holy  *  which  is  here  joined  to 
them,  and  by  their  being  confidered  in  that 
.  particulaf  light.  Whereas  covenants  and  ^or'r 
dinancesi  asfucby  or  when  fpoken^of  in  gene- 
ral, do  not  convey  the  idea,  of  any  cleanjingzt 
-all.  Arid  the  obfervance  of  thenl  may,  m 
fome  cafes,  tend  to  very  different  effects. 

Part  III.  P  /It 


I T  is  die  tnie>  diat  perfens  who  ait 
thmfed  by  the  otfervame  of  God'a  i&^^ 
Covenant  and  Commandments  will  be  the 
ebofen  or  ^/s^.  And  whet>  we  fpesik  of 
Gdd's  Ek^y  fome  idea  of  purity  in  them 
will  arife  from  confidering  H»}»Ji  Q»fen 
they  are,  and  what  are  the  coiiiitims '  of 
tiieir  EleSHm :  but  none  will  arife^rom  the 
grammatical  propriety  of  the  word  figni- 
fying  cbofeny  or  ek^edy  and  which  i$  ap- 
plicable to  many  things  into  the  idea  of 
which  purification  never  raters. 

But  our  author  illuftrates  his  meaning 
by  two  examples. 

i:  "  Thus  na  ^^ciRtsfrumentumy  wheat 
**  or  corny  when  winnowed  ahd  purified 
**  from  all  foulncfs  or  unprofitable  mix- 
**  turcs ;  and  the  EleSl  are  dcfcribed  under 
•'  this  imagCy  as  being  to  be  gathered  in- 
•*  to   Chrift's   garner    or    grainery,"  &c^ 

/•b?;^.  W»«.^  ^^,  or  «™, 
fuppofing  it  to  be  fo  diftinguiflied  from 
nSDrt  triticum  or  \T\  corn  in  generaly  gives 
nothing  of  this  Gentleman's  original  idea 
Soapy  or  fometbing  that  in  the  nature  and 

firfi  ufe  of  it  is  to  cleanfe  and  purify.  But 
gives  the  idea  of  difperfion  belonging  to 
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ffWventiyoityfparfit^  ^feparation  of  chaff 
from  the  cprn  by  n*itD  veniilabrumy  fime^ 
thing  that  in  the  nature  and  firft  ufe  of  ii 
is  Xofecrete  the  unprofitabk  mxtures  of  the 
Corn  from  the  ^ood  and  wholfome  grain. 
For  which  reafon  we  find  the  other  Gen- 
tkmen  .explain  the  radical  idea  of  ^3  by 
an  image  more  difiufiye  and  extenfive  than 

.  this  aadior  has  done«  Por  thia  is  only  it 
purification  if  it  may  be  fo  called^   made 

.  by  Secretimy  and  confeqaently  fhould  come 
under  Mr  Aboab*s2^d  Is&r  -Moody  s  govern^ 
lag  idea. 

A  N  p  when  the  EleSi  arc  dcfcribed  by 
npbeat  to  be  gathered  xoxp  Chrift's  Garner^ 
the  image,  I  conceive,  is  not  taken  either 
from  their  deSHon^  or  fr9m  the  purity  of 
wheat,  bvit  from  their  being  ^^^r^^  from 
the .  reprobates  2&  wheat  ^  is  feparated  from 
the  .chaff:  The  one  to  be  brought  into  his 

'  grainery,  the  other  to  be  burnt  with  fire, 
Matths  iii.  i^^  and  Luke  ui.  17.  And  if 
s^)y  idea  qi  'purification  is  conveyed  in  this 

.  Saying  of  John  the  Baptifiy  it  is,  I  con- 
ceive,  in  thjc  words  which  exprefs  the 

-  tbarwgb  ftfrgation  of  the  tbrefhing-fioor : 

'  A«uMO«;ftfi  rf».akbi9»  awl^v    And  H  purgation 

be  afcjibed  to  the^tc^ix^^  itfelf,  it  is  only 

P  2  as 
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as  the  effeSt  of  its  feeing  fevered  from  this 
V^^j  whcreasi  in  this  cafe,  ^Mv  Moody 
faysj  the  ejkient  Caufe  is  •  Seeretkn^ .  and 
'thierefore  that  mnft  he  the  -primary  and. 
'ruling  idea^  2caAibe'JigniJkation- (^  the  ro6t 
~n;i.'p.  107.  //  ./  *  '  ;    '    -' 

'2!  The  other  example  f^Howa.  "  The 
^^  propriety  Kkewifeand  ideal  meaning  of 
' "  BaR  when  expreffing  a  Sony  fully  ap- 
'  •*  pears  from  confidering  the  word  in  this 
'  "'light.  ;  Theyell-beloved '&?;?,  Ele^  in 
***the  firft  and  higheft  fenfe,  was  moft 
^l  emphatically  BaRA,  or  the  purifier y  both 
**^  t!he  efficient  caufe  of,  and  principal  agent 
'**.in,  the  work' of  the  ti'ue  purification.'* 

There  c^n  be  no  doubt  iiiafia  purus^ 

is  a  very  ^xo^r  epithet  of  tKe*OBly•imma- 
''^culate  Son  of  Goa :    and  therefore  Mr  H. 

renders  13  in  thd  fccond:  Pfalnr  by  the 
.  pure  one.  But  yet  between  'il  puhis,  airtd 
'^^Hfilius  in  other  applicatiorts  (as  in  Prbv. 
'Xxxi,  2.^iD3  hi  the  Son  of-i!ny  wortib, 

applied  to  Lemuel  hy  his  mother)  there-is 
'  nb  more  connexion  of  ideas  th^^  there  is 
*  between  the  biliterals  '^r  and  p  ;  or  be- 
'  tweenninD  and  ])i.     Our  author  indeed 

has  ^veh  to  the  Son  he  deftribes  fucb  ^- 

jun&s 
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junSls  fls  neceffarily  imply  his  Purity.    But  • 
what  is  this  to  ^3  when  it  expreffes  a  Son^ 
vho  is  neither  emphatically  a  purifier^  nei-> 
ther  an  efficient'  Caufe  nor  a  principal  Agent 
in  th^  purification  of  others  ?    And  as  to- 
the  epithet  F^Sty    though  in  the  firjl  and* 
higheji  fenfe^  Mr  jB^^^  Will  not  allow  it- to^ 
come  within  the  fignification  of  12,    Nor* 
are  there  any  that  I  know  of  who  bring, 
Ele£iion  intp  the  idea  of  12  a  Son.    It,i$i 
indeed  commonly  thought  to  be  a  C/JaUeei 
root  *,  or ,  a  Syr<i-ckaldcean  'f .  word,  adopt- 
ed into  the  Hebrew  tongue,    . 
•.  "  Th3?  propriety  of  the  word  "nD,"  fays 
yix  Bate^  (th?{t  we  rnay .  confider  his  ac- 
count of  it  n^xt)^  **  whence  Berith  comes, 
*^  appears  beyond  a,ny  other  word  ufed;  for 
^*  i^le^nfing.  in  the  ^ible,    if  we  ^confiijer, 
"  that  as.ri7K.i8  a  general  word,  and  in-: 
«  eludes  all  the  curfes  in  the  Bibje  and  ia 
"  nature  3    fo.  is  "nn  a  general  word,  anjij 
"incjludes  jail  the  cleanfers  in.nature,  and 
"  what  is  expr^^ed  by;  all  the  other  words 
**  put  tojgether/!  p,  124..  .  Of  which  qthjer> 
/  :    •  P  3   .       J        ^     words- 

♦  Dj^  Grey  in*  IJ5  Grammar  pqts  it  >^  a  Chaldee    rgot 
among  his  bilitoral  rpots.  /v92. 
•+  "12  fitita, 'bytRoiert/on^isfiO^^lyzSyro-cMitteait 
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words  fignifying  clean^  he  reckons  up  nhe 
or  ten,  and  gives  to  each  a  diftindt  and 
different  idea.  *^  They  are  ufed  (as  he  tells 
^*  us)  to  fomething  of  like  the  fenfe^  but 
**  they  exprefi  only  the  different  manners  or 
*^  ways  of  ckaning*  ibid.  But  na  includies 
"  what  is  expreffed  by  all,  it  is  clean  in 
*^  whatever  manner  made  fir  And  be* 
comes»  as  I  conceive,  an  abftra(9:  idea  of 
the  effeft  of  diverfe  operations  expreffed 
by  nine  different  words,  conveying  niiie 
different  ideas,  and  of  as  many  other  ope«- 
rations  as  there  are  cleanfirs  or  methods  of 
cleanjing  in  nature.  Under  which  general 
idea  there  are  few  things  which  may  not 
be  ranged  in  fome  fenfe  of  accommodation 
more  or  lefs  perceptible.  And  yet,  which 
is  ftrange,  this  radical  idea  can  hardly  be 
found,  fometimes,  in  the  root  itfelf  j;  and 
is  fo  ihy  of  appearing  in  fome  of  the  Scrips 
ture  ufages  of  •in  and  •na,  that  •  violence 
muft  be  ufed  to  compel  it  to  ihew  itfelf/ 
ex,  gr.  i  Bam,  xvii,  8.  GoUab  iaid  na 
^*  Choofe  ye  a  man  for  you,  and  let  him 
♦*'come  down  to  me."  l^XX.  ncXf^oso^i. 
And  the  other  verfions  are  to  the  fame 
fenfe.  And  Mr  Bate  acknovvledges  here 
that  «*  na  is  con/lrued  to  (boofe.'"  p.  i?5. 

But 


But  9$  be  lays  it  down  for  certain  (as  I 
ihewed  above)  that  *ia  means  puriftcatim 
and  not  cin^g^  he  is  obliged  to  rejedt  the 
common  conftnii^on  of  this  text,  and  to 
introduce,  as  well  as  he  can,  his  own  ru-^ 
ling  idea ;■*■>..■■  m  Gotiab  fays  ms  cbufefor  ym 
^*  a  many  Read  this  (fays  Mr  Bate)  fanBi^ 
^^fy  for  you,  or  purify  a  man,  and  let 
**  him  come  and  fight' with  me*;  it  would 
"  carry  the  fpirit  of  the  challenge  further; 
^'.sts  it  implied  a  contempts  of  them  and 
« their  God  together."  ibid. 

But  notwMiilanding  what  he  fuggefts 
about  the  ^rit  of  the  Cbaiiengey  I  think 
nothitig  could  induce  him  to  this  change  of 
the  verfion,  but  an  attachment  to  his  fup« 
pofed  ieading  idea.  For  when  that  motive 
is  excepted,  there  fcetns  no  more  propriety 
in  conAruing  the  words  B^^K  DD*7  n3 
purify^  z  man  for  you;  than  if  we  were  to 
conftrue  the  repetition  of  the  challenge 
two  verffes  after,  viz.  B^K  h  lifl  (Give  me  a 
jnan)  by,  ^ive  me  afanSHfied  or  a  purified 
Tnan. 

M  R  jiboab  who  does  not  enter  into 
Mr  Bate's  diftinftion  between  purifying 
and  ciMfing ;  and  who  acknowledges  ^at 
the  wwd  in  this  place  "  if  rendered  cboofe 

P  4  *'may 
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*^  may  Ifecm  to  carry  a  better  fcnfe/*  )».  50. 
thinks  himfelf  neverth^lefs  bound  to  affert 
the  radical  fenfe,  by  telling  us  that  *'  the 

*  primitive  idci  even  here  is  Purijkatitm^ 
TOl  feleS  for  you.a  man,  that  he  may 

*  defcend- unto   mt^   or  prepare^   clean/e^ 

*  and  purify. z  than,  make  him  fit  to  fight 

*  with  me ;  for  it  was  a  cuflom  among 
^  the  AnQients,  both  Jews  and  Heathens, 
^  to  offer  facrificc  before  a  battle.     As  in 

*  I   Sam.   xiii.   ja.-^'^-^z  £jn^s  iiit  27.", 
/.  51.  •  .  ' 

B  u  T  as  no  facrifice  is  mentioned  in  the 
text  we  are  cDnfidering,  it  is  as  far  from 
,prefenting  itfclfto  the  mind  on  this  occa-r 
lion  as  the  idea  of  purificatim  is.  And. 
why  fliould  we  make  a  fuppejitm^  and  by 
that  exclude  a  better  fenfe ^  only  for  th^. 
fake  of  prefqrving  tke  primitive  idea  ? 

B  u  T  to  proceed  with  Mr  Bate^  An-» 
other  text  which  he  produces  for  an  errone-* 
ous  rendering  of  T»S  is,  l  Chron,  vii.  40, 
•rT**«  All  thefe  were  the  children  of  AJhery 
"  heads  of  their  father's  houfe,  Bnm 
^*  Ctoice,  and  mighty  m?n  of  valour,  chief 
^^^  of  the  Princes/' 

H  E  gives  us  here  the  option  of  two  $x-r 
pqfitions,  both  of  them  conveying  fomething 

Qf 
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of  the  primitive  idea,  "  D^'Tlia  is  applied 
"  to  the  heads  of  boufes,  who,  as  firft 
^^  born,  vftt^  fanStiJied^  Holy  to  God ;  ■  ■. 
*'  or  it  may  mt^aii  here  ckan  perfedl-made- 
^'  men."]>.  X25, 

-He  quotes  Ukewife  Neb.  v.  18*  "  Six; 
•*  choice  (heep."  m'T13.  but  makes  no  com- 
ment for  guiding  us  to  the  radical  idea* 
And  how  to  do  it  for  him  I  am  at  a  lofs. 
The  word  commonly  ufed  for  ckan  be^t 
is  niniD.  However  it  is  never  *^n2.  Sheep 
without  blemijh  are  uiually  expreflcd  by^ 
D*Drt^  And  we  cannot  well  underfland 
how  thefe  ftieep  which  were  appointed 
for  the  provifion  oi  Nehemiab's  table,  ihould 
be  fan^ijied  or  purified  fbt  that  purpofe  : 
v(nlefs  wefuppofe  (as  Mr  Aboab  doth  in  a 
Kk^  ca&)  that  thejr  were  2X1  offend  infacri^ 
jir^before  they  were  made  fit  for  bistable, 
3o  that  no  way  ieej(Ei^.  left,  but  to  confider 
thenl  as  Mc  Bate  propofes  we  ihould  confix 
der  the  children  oijijher  in  the  textjuft  now 
quoted,  *viz.  as  being  clean^  perfe&rtnadi 
Ihecp.  But  thislprefume  is  an  expofition 
which  he  will  not  confirm ;  and  a$  he  htth 
not  told  us  how  the  primitive  idea  is  to  be 
gathered  in  this  text,  we  muft  leave  k  unde^ 
Ifrmined.   Aod.  I  (ball  only  obfcrve  fron? 

what 


what  he  hath  thought  fit  himfelf  to  explain, 
in  his  account  ofthe  children  of  ./^^,  that 
they  were  Dnna  as  they  were  ns^^n  Heads 
of  Houfes,  th^t  the  idtdioi  thtvc  being fanSi-^ 
Jied  is  brought  from  ♦B^tfn,  by  the.  interven- 
tion of  two  ideas  affixed  to  other  words,  nei- 
ther of  which  are  in  the  context,  viz. 
OniDa  and  C3>e^np.  And  what  is  nK)re,  the 
fanStification  from  primogeniture  doth  not 
imply  purificationy  but  only  the  being  fet 
apart  to  God's  ufe  and  fervice,  and  was 
idcribed  to  beafts  as  well  as  to  men.  So 
&at  although  it  will  come  within 
Mr  Moody's  leading  idea  fecretian  or  fepa- 
ration,  I  do  not  jfee  how  it  falls  under 
that  of  Mr  Bate. 

Nor  will  the  other  expdgtion  which 
he  propounds  reconcile  0»Tn3  in  this  text 
any  better  with  his  governing  idea.  For 
though  we  fay  in  English  4  ckan  made  man^ 
this  conveys  no  idea  of purijicaticn.  Neither 
doth  perfe^^made  man.  And  to  interpret 
any  Hebrew  woi^d  by  the  phrafeology  of 
of  ano^er  language  is  quite  repugnant  to 
Mr  Bate\  principles. 

Now  if  radical  ideas  are  only  %o  bo 
prefervcd  by  being  thus  far  fetched,  and 
prefled'Ohto  fprvice  from  fome  foreign 

conQxion 
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concxion  that  fency  rather  than  gramnwr 
gives  them,  I  cannot  perceive  to  what 
great  purpofes  they  tend ;  or  that  the 
value  which  this  Author  fets  upon  this 
pcrfe<aion  of  the  JEfei^ew  language  is  fo 
great,  that  it  will  juftify  the  exprefiions 
into  which  he  is  tranfported  on  this  fubjefl:, 

in  ^.  33.  * 

The  other  radical  idea  of  *ia  to  be 
mentioned  is  Mr  Moody's:  Viho  had  the 
benefit  of  feeing  what  the  other :  Gentle- 
men had  wrote,  and  of  obferving  froni 
thence  that  neither  the  idea  of  foapi  nor 
of  purifkation,  were  cxtenfiye  enough 
to  reach  all  the  ufes  of  the  words 
derived  from  7>a,  and  therefore  pitched 
n^n  fecretm;  a  wdrd  which  Mt  jikai 
badfirft  ufed,  and  not  without  fucccfe: 

foe 

.  ♦  ««  It  is  a  pofittfA  of  Mr  1^— — »'»  tiat  cwtrjr  too> 
*'  in  Heirew  iia»  bnt  oae  meaning  or  idea  belonging  to  iti^ 
•*  in  wliich  it  interferes  with  no  other,  or  that  no  one  word 
^*  ka6  two  meanings,  nor  any  two  words  the  fame  meaning. 
•«  If  this  be  made  oat,  the  perfedion^nd  ccrtainqr  of  tht 
"  tiihrew  will  fci  its  vahefi  high,  tliat  a  man  of  thi  haft 
••  gall  would '  be  apt  to  look  on  the  perfon  who  fliould  at- 
*«  tmp  to  rob  him  of  fo  invaluable  a  jewel  in  thi  Hgbi 
«« our  Lord  ^d  ^tF^Hr,  when  he  called  him  Satmn,  thougH 
••  be  were  as  high  in  the  Church,  ai  that  Apoftlc  was* 
••  Mr  H  ^as  Jhrw9  the  truih  of  his  pofuion  in^/omafgi 
♦•  inftances,  that  it  leaver  littli  ***/  but  it  holds  i»  «*  . 
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for  he  had  (hewn  occafionally,  that  the 
idea  oi  fecretim  wasdarge  enough  to  take 
into  it  the  whole  family  of  ^3,  even  after 
they  had  made  it  fo  numorous.  The 
ienfes  of  ekSl  dr  chmce  come  as  eafily  under 
it  as  purificatim  doth.  h3  is  com  fecreted 
frona  chaffl  ^1  afoti  f'as  Lemuel y  Prtrv^ 
xxxL  2.)  is  one  fecreted  from  his  mother's 
womb.-^p^—^Six  &eep  ^t  fecreted  from  the 
flock  for  Nebemiah's  table.  And  to  make 
the  idea  ftill  more  generally  extenfive, 
Mr  Moody  tells  us  that  **  Benitb  muji^  a- 
*^  greeably  to  the  nature  of  an  ideal  lan- 
*^  guage,  be  ufed  for  every  thing  that ,  was 
«*  the  idea  oifecretion^  how  unlike  foevcr 
^*  it  be  in  other  refpefts/'  .  pi  124. 
Whence  it  will  foltew  that  whatfocver 
is  impure  J  if  ntiade  fo  by  fetretiorty  is  aa 
properly  Beritb  as  what  is  made  pure  by 
it.  For  he  doth  not  by  this  account  limit 
it  to  things  niiturally,  ornrorally,;  or  inter- 
pretatively /^r^.  And  though  to  avoid  con- 
fufion  he  fometimes  fpeaks  of  it  under 
the  term  purification^  yet  he  maintains; 
that  purification  is  only  one  confequence 
oifecretion^  and  he  is  therefore  obliged fome-- 
timesy  when  the  context  requires  ity  to  ufe 
(the  pro|)er  radical  idcz)  fecretiort.  ^An4! 
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iieiobferves  that  *<  the  th>ee.%iiiicala6ni 

'^whichi  I  have  been  labouring  to  ptowt 

^^-Biritb  to  hare,  will  naturally  and  fairly 

<*  coincide  with  his  primary .  idea."  f.  12^. 

'And  vTndeed  in  his  way  of  {hewing  i  the 

^CQiticidehce,  he  'might  have  added  many 

other  figniificatidns  befides  mini.     .     '     ; 

\.    -As  to  the firft  fenfe,  viz.  Soap^  orthit 

which  cleanfes,  which  is  Mr  H*%  image; 

k  coincides  >Vi«h  ficretim  thus  ;   ^ap  is 

fhejecrei&y  PuriJkMion  hi\iteffe^.    Bqt 

it  is  no  otherwife  the  efFed  than  ^y£fii&  is 

iht'tfltd^bf  ^tic  fecretersy  {aa^Mx  Jboab 

has  (hewil  by  his  ^Uuftration^of  this  idra, 

by  fi&etiom  made-  in  the^tubesiof  animal, 

bodies)'     fo  that^  along   with'i'imy  .firft 

fenfe  of  Berithy  or  Boritb,  his- ra^al  idea 

•will  oblige  himWMEUimit  another,  th^  is 

oppblke  to  it. '    "i-  n  \r'. 

r^.A  treaty  dr  >(3nififflij;7/^-(\fluch  was 

^my  fecond  (epefe  of  Beriib)  is  .'according 

to  him  ^^  arLfecretmg  injlrumenty   becaufe 

:  55.  iti  limits  to  Jcertaiu  conditions:  exclvfiye 

<r.o£  others.''  :But:  may  n(^.  this/  be  faid 

atlfa  of  ^  divorci^  acbQUengei,  a  iknunci^tim 

■  cf:^war  .and:  ix^SiUdej/y,  which, r»thopgh  the 

•  vcxy  revcrfe .  of  Tf eaty  1  ahd  Covenant,  do 

-yet^^mift  to;fi&rt^9rcdodifiOQft.:9xglui^ve  o£ 

(^i-jlzJ  *  others^ 
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otfam;  A|id  if  they  mfyftr  to  fiet^etUk 
«s  well  iS  a  cmmant  dotfa»  b6w^inuch  fo» 
ever  they  difibr  ficm  it  in  olher  tt£ptGtB^ 
jhey  n^uft  be  Brrr^i^  in  th$  id^  language/ 

Then  as  to  my  third  fenfe --^^--i^irf^ 

or    commandmenty  - "  The    Decalogiie 

"  (he  fays)  was  tofecr^e^  to  keep  the  Jews 
/^  ^«rr  from  abominations,  and  fo  is  very 
«  pnperly  ftiled  5^V^/'  iAf</. 

B  tf.  T  yet  with  regai:4  to  ficreting  of 
perfons,  the  leprofy  and  fraie  other  legal 
defilements  rr^t^  fecreters  tooj  at  leaft  Ae 
prohibitions  of  perfons  under  them  were 
fi),  for  they  k^t  the  impure  and  unclean 
from  thofe  that  were  ckdn^  which  is  di* 
re£tly  oppofile  to  his  explanation*  of  the 
Decalogue. 

i  In  a  wwd,  if  every  thing  will  fall 
under  the  ruling  idea  of  Berithy  which  is 
^fecretim^  in  that  lax  fenfe  of  (Sie  term 
in  which  Mr  Moidy  applies  it,  (and 
Mr  Abbab  too,  wheii  he  makes  tbejrra" 
diatiM  Kii  die  fun  Beritby  becaufe  it  clears 
the  day  from  clouds ;  and  the  irradiatim 
of  the  moon  Beritby  becaufe  it  clears  the 
night  froin.  grofs  darknels  and  ftagnatcd 
air,  p.  48.)  there  are  no  natural  opera-- 
tions  in  ^  Mundane  SyAtm,  fib  perco- 
lations 
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ktion^  of  matfier  hf  which  either  the  ani« 
mal  or  vegetable  life  are  carried  on,  no 
thange  either  of  £>lids  or  Amis  by  fire^ 
putrefadion>  or  any  other  means,  bi^ 
what  are  Beritb :  and  when  this  idea  of 
Jkretich  is  extended  further  to  Perfins^ 
their  aBkm^  offic^^j  ctrnditims^  &c,  the 
whole  world,  natural,  moral,  and  political, 
may  be  conceived  to  be  an  immenfe  mol* 
titude  of  Beritbs,  and  to  be  foftained  by 
the  general  Law  oiSecretim. 

A  N  D  of  what  Ufe  isr  this  idea  to  us,  if 
it  is  to  make  as  many- different  ideajs  as  Mc 
Moody  aicribes  to  Beritt^^  and  if  thofe  ideas, 
at  Icaft  fo  far  as  JkreMn  is  cdricemed  in 
them,  are  aUb  common  to  a  '^reat  many 
other  words ;  which  yet  are  different  words 
andi^  derived  from  different  Roots?  '  Mr 
Moodyrnzy  fay  that  the  idea  is  but  one. 
One  meaning  or  fenfe  of  the'  iRoot  *)i : 
which  is  communicated  to,  and  governs 
in  all  the  derivatives  from  na.  But  \StboJi 
finfes  which  he  tIaSktbe  fume^  be  really  as 
^different  from  each  other,  as  the  fenfds  oif 
two  other  wordjs  '^hich  he  calls  different 
words,  and  explains '  in  different  fenfes. 
What  are  we  the  better  for  tte  pretended 
famenefs  of  idea  ?    And  efpecially  if  this 

one 


[  "4  ] 
flfic  niljng  idea  be  fo  hard  to  be  afcertaine<t 
tb^they  who  take  the  moft  pains  todifco^ 
,veir  and  fix  it,  do  each  of  them  exhibit,  it 
differently;.:  So  that  the  governing  image  of 
la*  \?hich  Mr  H.;  and  Mr  Q*  feemed  to 
thinklhei»fclve§  fo  fuife.ef,  is  not  to  this  d^y 
fettlcd^andadjufted  among  their  Advocates^ 
who  agreeing  in  fome.  few  things,  but  difa- 
greeiQg  in  many  more,  have  at  length,  after 
Iqng  difquifiticms  about  it,  left  us  an  op- 
tion among  three  fenf<;s  qr  ideas, .  to  chufe 
a  leader,  or  a  ruler  out, of,  viz:  Soap^  puri- 
Jicatioriy  m^fecKetim*  .. 

W  E  are  told  indeed,  that  if  the  famf 
letters  do  not  make  the  %iierW9rds,  and 
if  the  fame  id^a  do  jopt  run  through,  all 
tiie  inflexions  of  the  fame  root,  the  Sciipi- 
ture  is  uncertain,  and  unfit,  to  be  die.  rule 
of  Faith. .  And  they  mean  this  as  an  .argi^- 
sncnt  ag^nit  other  Chriflians  who  do  i\Qt 
embrace  their  method  of  interpreting  the 
Hebrew^  ^xidi  a&  a  prpof  that  their  method 
is  the  only  true  one,  and  that  none  other 
can  be  fafely  followed. 

But  how  eafily  is^  this  argument  turned 
againfi:  themfelves,  and,  if  it  were  a  yx^ 
one,  againft  Chriflianity  too  ? 

Fon 
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For  in  the  firft  place  it  is  notorious 
that  the  fame  letters  do  not  always  make 
the  fame  word.  To  go  no  further  for 
ioilances  than  the  words  which  have  been 
under  confideration.  rhu  tbofe  or  tbefe 
pluraU  and  hSk  God  iingular,  though 
they  have  the  fame  letters  are  not  the  fame 
wordsv  And  Mr  Holhway  himfelf  admits 
tiieyihould  be  differently  pronounced  in 
the  paffage  lately  cited  from  him.  They 
are  the  fame,  he  fays,  as  to  the  letters 
which  am^fe  the  ivord^  with  a  diver fe  point ^ 
ing  or  pronunciation.  The  one  is  Akb 
the  other  Eleh^  as  he  writes  them.  And 
if  different  fenfe  and  different  pronunci- 
adon  can  make  words  different  from  each 
other,  thefe  are  not  the  fame.  And  by  as 
good  authority  as  he  makes  the  diflindion 
between :  diefe  two  words  of  the  fame 
letters,  I  make  another  between  nna  Soapy 
and  nni  Covenant^  which  by  pronunci^ 
ation  (fo  far  as  it  can  be  learned  by  the 
pointings)  and  from  the  evident  fenfe 
of  the  context,  where  thofe  words  are  re- 
fpeftively  found,  and  from  all  the  verjions 
correfpon^ing  vri^thdt  fenfe^  are  as  dJflin<a 
and  different  words  as  jilah  Godj  and  Eleb 
tbofe    or    tbeje}    the    one    being   Boritb 

PAjfiTlIL  Q^  and 
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and  fh^  other  Berifb.  And  tlie  reproof 
tl)at  Mr  Bate  directs  to  me  for  fpeakmg  of 
nna  and  nna  when  he  £179  ^^  A^Hc^ 
^^  the  fame  word,"  p.  145.  Ms  eqiuilj 
on  Mr  HoUoway  for  fpeaking  of  rhti  and 
TOH  in  two  different  fcnfeSf  and  under 
two  different  pronunckidons.  In  either 
cafe^  whatever  ^  worda  may  be  in  hb 
jingUdy  they  are  not  the  &xm  words  im 
the  Hebrew. 

And  then,  fecondly*  if  the  Scriptures 
cannot  be  confbued  with  certainty,  if 
the  fame  idea  do  not  ran  through  sdl  the 
inflexions  of  the  fame  root,  how  much 
more  uncertain  muft  the  conftrudion  of 
them  be,  if  we  cannot  be  a£ured  what 
the  true  ideas  are  that  belong  to  each 
root?  Now  it  happens  that  in  the  words 
of  the  greatefl  importmice  to  be  rightly 
underflood,  and  where  thefe  Gentlemen 
themfeives  lay  the  greateft  ftrefs  upon 
our  knowing  and  attending  always  to  the 
radical  idea^  even  in  thefe  words  have 
thefe  Gentlen>en,  who  arc.Maftcrs  of  the 
ideal  language,  given  us  the  image  difie- 
rcntly  ;  fbme  abiding  by  one  particular 
idea  or  leading  fenfe,  and  fome  preferring 
and  propounding  another.      Would  not 

thi? 
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t&k  tend  to  make  the  fignification  of  thefe 
important  words  uncertain,  if  we  had  not 
(bme  better  authority  than  theirs  to  reft  the 
conftruftion  of  them  upon  ? 

Christ  and  his  Apoftlea  did  not  di- 
rect tO'thd  famenefs  of  idea«  Did  they 
therefore  leave  the  Old  Teftament  un- 
certain? No  Chriftiansy  till  of  late,  fo 
far  as  we  can  learn,  ever  apprehended  the 
£une  root  to  carry  always  the  fame  idea. 
Was  the  Scripture  therefore  uncertain  to 
them? 

M  R  Bate  indeed  tells  us  that  ''  the 
'^  Chriftians  made  ufe  of  the  rules  of 
**  Grammar  and  conftru6kion,  and  fbllow- 
^  ed  the  fenfe  of  the  words  as  laid  down 
•*  by  the  enemies  of  all  righteoufnefs." 
p.  5.  "  The  apoftate  race  to  whom  the 
**  Book  of  God  has  been  fealed,— and 
**  became  fealed  among  them  from  their 
**  diabolical  attempts  to  feal  it  from^Chri- 
«  ftians/'  />.  12.  "  But  Mr  H—n  cmet 
**  to  remove  theje  foundations^  (viz.  the 
**  grammar  rules  and  conftrudtions  of  the 
**  Jews)  and  Jets  the  apojiates  and  their  things 
"  out  in  their  proper  colours!*  p.  6.  Mr  fll 
has  difcovered  the  radical  ideas  only  in 
fome  roots.  Was  the  Old  Teftament 
Qj5  imcerp 
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uncertain  to  him  in  all  the  reft?  IBs 
followers  have  difcovered  a  few  more, 
(and  have  partly  laid  his  afide,)  and 
fuppofing  they  were  all  agreed  in  thefc 
hew  difcbveries,  are  the  Hebrew  Scrip- 
tures yet  uncertain  to  thenpi,  in  rcfpeft  of 
thofe  words  whofe  ruling  idea  they  have 
•not  as  yet  inveftigated  ?    . 

I  T  docs  not  therefore  feem  adviiable 
for  them  to  infift  fo  peremptorily  on  the 
neceflity  of  accquiring  the  leading  idea 
of  every  root  which  fhall  run  through 
all  its  derivatives,  before  the  meaning  of 
thofe  derivatives  can  be  undcrftood.  The 
fignification  of  the  roots  is  already  pretty 
well  known,  and  the  connexion  of  the 
derivatives  with  their  root  is  oftentimes 
evident  as  well  in  fenfe,  as  in  letters. 
But  this  connexion  in  many  inftances  is 
not  fo  obvious  in  refpedt  of  tht  ftgnijicatim 
of  words,  as  it  is  in  refped:  of  their  ktters. 
For  it  frequently  happens  that  partliteral 
words  cannpt  be  made  cognate  in  figni* 
fication  by  any  accommodation  of  fenfe 
whatfoever :  which  is  the  cafe,  I  believe^ 
of  all  other  languages  as  well  as  the  Hebrew. 
And  every  attempt  to  find  out  an  idea  that 
fhall  be  properly  retained  in  every  word 

of 
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of  the  fame  radical  letters,  though  they 
be  particles  or  expletives,  is  likely  to  meet, 
as  I  conceive,  with  the  fame  fuccefs  that 
the  inveftigation  of  an  idea  for  ^K  (and 
for  feveral  other  words  having  thofe  two 
letters)  has  met  with. 

Probably  the  original  fenfes  of  moft 
words  in  moft  languages  were  different. 
But  in  ufe,  many  of  thofe  words  come  to 
be  fynonymous.  And  by  the  fame  ufe, 
for  it  is  not  otherwife  to  be  accounted  for, 
feveral  of  them,  which  are  compofed  of 
the  fame  letters,  have  not  only  different 
but  contrary  fignifications. 

A  s  to  the  noun  Beritby  which  has  been 
laft  imder  confideration,  though  it  be  a 
word  of  great  importance  in  the  Scriptures, 
there  is  no  root  that  offers  itfelf  with  fuch 
plaufible  pretence,  as  many  other  roots  do 
for  the  fenfes  of  many  other  nouns.  TT\:x 
Jiath  been  moft  commonly  efteemed  the 
root  of  the  nnn  that  hath  the  fenfe  of 
Qyoenant  (which  fenfe  all  my  opponents 
ficknowledge  it  fometimes  hath,  though 
Mr  H.  denies  it)  as  nn^  is  the  moft 
regularly  and  grammatically  derived  from 
thence,  and  as  n*12  leads  by  its  fignifica- 
tion  of  eating  to  the  cuftom  of  eating  to- 
Ct^  ^  gether 
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getber  at  the  making  of  covenants,  as  I  have 
above  obferved  from  Mr  MeJe.      And 
*n3  or  •lU  have  been,   one,  or    other, 
commonly  given  for  its  root  when  it  is 
conHtrvLcd  fmegmay  and  when  confequently 
it  ought  to  be  read  n^U.     And  this  is 
as  good  fatisfa£tion  as  we  meet  with  con- 
cerning the  radical  fenfes  of  many  nouns, 
whofe  roots  are  not  the  moft  obvious. 
But  though  there  be  room  for  difputing 
what  is  the  root,  there  is  little  room  for 
difputing  what  is  the  fenfe  of  n^l  in  con-i- 
text,  unlefs  it  be  with  a  view  of  main* 
taining  Mr  H.'s  dogma^  that  there  is  om  idea 
that  muft  run  through  all  the  Beritbs  in  the 
Bible.    This  indeed  has  occasioned  much 
difpute  as  well  as  diligent  enquiry ;  the  iiiue 
of  both  which,  is,  as  we  have  {ecn  above, 
BO  better  than  was  to  be  expected,  viz. 
that  of  three  ideas  propounded  to  be  car- 
ried through  all  the  Beritbs  in  the  BiUe, 
there  is  but  one  that  feems  fit  to  anfwer  the 
purpofe,    and  that  is  one  which  takes  in 
all  the  fecreiions  in  nature.    And  if  none 
pf  the  words  commonly  affigned  to  one 
and  the  fame  root,  can  have  zny  Jettkd, 
dijlin^  meanings  till  one  idea  can  be  found 
that  will  conneSi  them  all^    and  wilJ  ruk 


in  tf/T,  we  may  wait  a  long  time^  for  the 
true  meanmg  of  great  numbers  of  words 
in  Scripture ;  and  as  Mr  Bate  fays,  p.  ^5. 
^  If  words  have  no  fettled  diftinB  meanings 
^^  (a$  it  is  through  them  we  muft  come 
**  at  the  fcnfe  of  Scripture)  farewel  all 
"  ufe  of  the  Bible,  but  to  multiply  debates, 
*'  and  to  confound  thoie  who  are  fo  filly 
<^  4S  to  fpend  their  time  in  iearching  it/' 


0^4  S  E  C  T* 
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SECT.   xyii. 


BU  T  nS»  and  nn:i  are  not  the  only 
inftances  of  difference  among  my 
learned  Opponents  about  radical  ideas,  I 
have  given  occafion  to  the  difcovery  of  a 
Kke  difference  in  another  root,  viz.  ynttf 
by  faying,  as  it  happened,  {p.  59.)  what  I 
took  from  my  Lexicographers,  that  yntJ^i 
(another  word  for  /wearing^  and  brought 
unavoidably  into  our  controverfy  about 
rh^)  might  be  deduced  from  v:ip  feptem^ 
though  at  the  fame  time  I  owned  the  connexion 
was  not  a  chfe  one. 

Upon  this  I  am  taken  up,  and  told  I 
zmled  into  a  great  mifaie-,  that  the  root 
is  y^Wf  fa^iatusy  fatur  fuit--—xh?xjhebab 
feptem^  and  Jhebah  oathy  are  derivatives 
from  thence  j  "  for  feven  (fays  Mr  jiboab) 
*'  is  a  full  andperfeSi  number j  and  fo  em-» 
;•'  phatical  in  Scripture,  that  it  is  ufed  aU 

"  ways 
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^*  ways  for  the  fidlnefs  or  perfbaion  of  a 
*^  thing/'  /.  31.  And  he  fpends  five  pages 
in  ihewing  the  connexion  between  the 
number  feven^  and  fatisfadion  or  fullnefs. 
So  alfo  Mr  HoUtmay  *.  Yet  after  all  that 
he  or  Mr  Holloway  have  iaid,  they  have  not 
cpnyipced  Mr  Moody  that  they  have  given 
the  leading  or  radical  fenfe  of  this  word. 
— "  Fullnefs  (fays  Mr  Moody)  cannot  be 
"  the  ideuy  becaufe  that  is  exprefled  by  ttSo : 
f  *  And  two  Hebrew  words  cannot  have  the 
"  lanaie  idea."  p.  70. 

Now  what  can  be  faid  to  this,  on  fup- 
pofition  of  the  truth  of  this  maxim  in  the 
ideal  language,  which  they  fo  often  incul- 
jcate,  W2;.  that  every  root  in  Hebrew  has 
but  (me  meanings  and  no  two  words  have  the 
fame  meaning  ?  Mr  Moody  argues  juftly  and 
truly  from  this  Pofition.  And  he  is  right 
likewifc  in  aflerting  fullnefs  to  be  the  idea 

of 

♦  **  Shehah,  the  name  of  the  number  feven^  was  firft 
'*  applied  to  the  fenftntb  dsLy,  the  day  of  Reft,  iknftified 
**  for  the  commemoration  of  the  completion  of  this  fyftem, 
**  and  13  a  type  of  the  completion  of  all  thing?,  in  the 
'*  great  Sahhatb,  or  the  day  of  Reft  in  Glory.  The  pri- 
«•  mary  idea  is  of  Saturity  and  fuUnefi,"    Orig,  Vol.  11. 

And  this,  the  Author  •/  the  Chriftian  Plan  efpoofes  aa 
the  moft  fatisfadlory  accoont  of  this  matter  he  has  met 
with,  ^.  17,  i8. 
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cf  vho.  If  the  lame  idea  is  to  be  affixed 
to  the  root  yntt^,  the  maxim  doth  not  hold 
good  in  all  inftances.  If  the  maxim  be 
univerfal>  fatisfaBion  or  fuUnefs  cannot  ht 
the  radical  idea  of  3^ntt^,  as  the  other  three 
Gentlemen  fuppofe.  It  will  not  be  eafy  to 
get  over  this  difficulty)  if  they  abide  by 
Mr  H/s  pofition. 

They  may  indeed^  and  juftly  enough, 
except  againft  the  radical  idea  which  Mr 
Moody  has.  found  out  for  Vltt^)  to  diftin* 
guifli  it  from  kSd.     His  words  are  thefe. 

The  image  is,  I  conceive,  given  Gm. 
xU.  30  *.  "  by  the  Vulgate,  which  renders 
«  VIvVd  by  ctmSla  retro  abundantia.  And 
**  it  is  the  confequcncc  of  hSo  fiilhefs^  a 
*^  being  prefled,  or  impelled  outnMrdy  made 
•*  to  flow  from  a  place  or  ftation,  as  the 
^^  Latin  word  abundsyoit  implies,  which  is 
^^  compounded  of  ab^  from^  knd  undo^  to 
««  wave.  For  as  all  is  full  in  this  material 
"  Syftem,  and  in  perpetual  circulation, 
*Vthe  interpofition  or  xh\k  di  each  of  the 

Agents 
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*  The  text  urns  thos-*— *-'*  There  ftall  srife  after  them, 
'*  fevea  "^txn  of  femme,  ami  M  ilk  pUnh  Jhali  be  fir- 
«'  gottitt  in  the  Undy  Hcb.  X^Kl  yntt^H^D  Vi'^m^  ^«. 
all  the  pleatjF  of  th€  firmer  yean.  Tha  the  Volgate  bath 
cxprdTed  by  &  Mviom  trudaimr  stmBa  re$r$  ednmdeinHei  I 
in  the  fenfe  of  mnis  fua  fuit  abundantU. 


I  «3S  1 
<'  Agents  caufqs  the  other  to  ifoerfim^  or  ] 
<«  nvofoe outward.'  p.  70. 

Without  entering  into  any  Queftions 
concerning  this  Philofophy  (which  I  pre* 
fume  is  Mr  JEf/s)— — -If  the  (Hrimary  ideas 
of  Hebrew  roots  n^ay  at  any  time  be  taken 
from  the  fenfe  of  iJatin  compound  words 
in  the  Vulgate,  vfe  may  be  furnifhed  from 
thence  w^  a  great  variety,  and  be  fup- 
plied  with  many  images  more  judicioufly 
taken  from  thence,  than  this  is,  which 
Mr  Moody  hath  recommended.  For  abufh- 
darey  though  compounded,  as  he  fays, 
hath  not  the  fenfe  he  gives  it,  and  yields 
not  the  image  he  thinks  he  has  difcovered 
in  it :  And  which  is  really  the  image  of  r^- 
dundare  *.  Jbundantia  the  noun  conveys 
no  idea  oi  Jlowing  outwards^  (which  is  ex- 
prejfl^  rather  by  Abundatio  -f*,  FUn^  but 
rather  the  reverfe,  and  anfwers  to  affuenr- 
tia.  As  to  retro  it  is  no  part  of  the  ex- 
planation of  the  word  V^tfif,  but  is  an  ad- 
dition in  the  verfion,  in  the  fenfe  of  Jor^ 

'  mer^ 


*  '*  Qiiod  proprie  de  ftqois  petro  propter  injefitm  mo^ 
f<  lem  exandantibiu  dicitur/*  Fahi  fbefimr.  i&  voce 
Redunth. 

f  Idem  quod  exundaiw  qaam  aqua  WSt  nget  aat  Utioril 
limitibod  noo  ccmtiuet»    CahfiM.  vide  Jhundath. 
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tner^  or  of  the  times  pajl.  So  diat  after  all 
no  other  idea  can  be  juftly  taken  froni  the 
Vulgate  than  that  of  Ubertas^  or  Copiay  as 
the  Hebrew  is  already  underftood  j  djough 
poffibly  what  Mr  Moody  has  here  remark- 
ed from  abundo  may  ferve  to  clear  up  an 
intricate  paflage  of  his  own  at,  p.  54  *. 
*  Even  fuppofing -/fi«Wtf»/w carried  the 
fenfe  of  Exun^tio^  I  do  not  fee  how  it 

could 

♦  Where  he  remarks ««  In  ^yhat  qiann^r  the  perfeas 

<<  in  Jehovah  interpofed  among  themfelves  is  to  be  taken 
<«  from  their  reprefentatives  or  fubilitates  the  Q^D12^  the 
«  Heavens,  the  rD^'^n)^  rp^rh}K  later,  inferior  ^W«r, 
<'  in  their  mutual  interpofition  for  the  temporal  being  and 

««  well  being  of  the  Earth,  &c. ^-- Yet  when  men  in- 

**  terpofid  by  Oath  for  confirmation  or  the  end  of  all  ilrife, 
<<  -——this  inter fofition  was  made  in  the  manner  and  form 
*^  the  ingenious  and  able  Defender  of  Mr  H.'s  plan  has 
**  defcribedy  by  the  denunciation  or  interpofition  of  a  Curfe, 
««  as  nllH  be  the  man»  that.  See.  Which  word  n'lK 
**  from  "li^  to  fiow,  intimates  a  change  of  condition,  and 
*'  is  as  much  as  to  fay,  may  he  wafie,  con/ume,  or  fiow 
"  away,  that,"  &c. 

.  But  whereas  Mr  Moody  does  not  tell  us  in  this  paflage, 
how  this  mutual  interpofition  of  the  later  or  inferior  Jleim 
is  made,  it  may,  I  prefume,  be  colIe£led  from  what  he 
fiiys,  p.  70.  viz.  **  That  as  all  is  full  in  this  material  Sy- 
'*  ftem,  and  in  perpetual  circulation,  the  interpofition  or 
**  rfyn  of  each  of  the  Agents,  cauies  the  other  to  overfiow 
««  or  wave  outwardi*^^ 

But  here  again  exceptions  will  lie.  Can  he  fhew  that 
QnnK,  when  joined  with  a  fubftantive,  doth  ever  iignify 
later  or  inferior  f  Or  can  he,  (or  Mr  Bate  from  whom 
he  takes  it}  ihewthat  *1K  is^arpot  fignifylng  to  flow? 
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could  be  fo  interpreted  in  Gen.  xli.  30.  the 
text  referred  to,  unlefs  it  were  by  a  Me^ 
ttmytny  of  the  Cauje  for  the  EffeSly  or  the 
overflowing  of  the  Nile  put  by  a  figure 
for  the  plenty  of  the  land  of  Egypt.  And 
from  fuch  a  figure  one  would  not  choofe 
to  take  a  radical  idea.    . 

If  therefore  I  may  be  allowed  any 
judgment  in  this  Queftion  between  Mr 
Moody  and  my  other  Opponents,  Whether 
the  ruling  idea  of  ynt^  be  fuUnefs  or  an 
exundation^  which  is  the  confequence  of 
fuUnefsy  I  muft  prefer  their  ruling  idea, 
grounded  on  the  uiage  of  the  Hebrew  word, 
rather  than  his  taken  from  the  vtdgar  ver- 
fion,  and  not  well  taken  neither.     . 

But  yet  fome  doubt  will  remain  whe- 
ther the  idea  of  faturity^  or  fuUnefsy  or 
fatisfaSliMy  will  reach  all  the  derivatives 
from  V2V :  And  particularly  whether  the 
connexion  between  yntt^  fuUnefs^  and 
hvrnJ^  an  oath,  (for  this  was  the  point 
that  occafioned  the  enquiry)  be  made  fuf- 
ficiently  clear  and  perceptible. 

Mr  Jboaby'  p.  30.  explains  nyi3Bf  by  a 
^^  full  fatisfa^ory  Oath,  or  what  gives  full 
^^  fatisfaSlim  to  both  parties  in  cafe  of  ^ny 
*'  diiFerencc." 

'    Mg 
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Mn  Bate^  p.  80,  fays,  ^  ff  yatjf  hav< 
^^  but  one  meaning  or  idea  belonging  to 
•*  it,  an  Oath  muft  feme  how  or  other 
♦*  G^gnifyfull,  ferftSl^  compkaty  fufficientr 

Here  again  we  fee  die  inconvenience 
of  abiding  l^  Mr  Hh  fofition  lately  men- 
tioned. Oath  and  futtnefs  are  difFerent 
ideas.  Yet  becaufe  the  fuppofed  root  of 
the  word  fignifying  Oath  gives  the  idea  of 
fullnefs  or  faturity^  therefore  the  derivative 
tnujl  form  bow  or  other  have  the  fame,  as 
its  primary  or  leading  idea.  /.  e.  One  cer^ 
tain  idea  muft  ruk  it,  though  we  cannot 
well  difcover  how  it  fhould. 

Mit  jtboab  endeavourr  to  folve  the  mat- 
ter by  joining  the  ideas  of  die  root  and  of 
the  derivative  together— -i^-^fy«r/fy&//i;^- 
iory  Oatb^  By  which  account  an  oath  that 
doth  not  give  full fatisfaSlion  to  both  parties 
cnnot  properly  be  nyilB^,  and  die  words 
•ipB^  r^yff  jur amentum  falfitatis  will  fcem 
to  be  very  ill  put  together. 

Mr  Bate  tells  us,  p.  80.  "  A  perfon 
^^fivom  is  one  made  r^;;5r^/<?^//"—— which 
he  thus  proves.——"  If  compleat^  perfeSl^ 
^^fvfficienty  be  the  meaning  of  the  word 
^  (viz.  yntjf  the  root)  in  the  paffive  (yai^i) 
**  it  is  one  made  compleaty  perfe^y  fuffi- 
'  •  "  cientj" 
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^^  cients^  \.  c.  (as  he  explains  it  afterwards) 
made  fi^ent  to  he  frufted.  p.  8i» 

These  are  added  artfully  enough  to 
kelp  out  fuUnefs  in  the  prefent  cafe.  But 
Tfy»  is  never  uied  either  in  the  fenfe  of 
ferfeB  or  cmtpkaty  nor*  even  in  that  fenfe. 
oi  fufficient  in  v^hich  he  explains  it:  For 
diough  it  fignifies  to  he  Jufficedy  or  fatisfied, 
j^  I  believe  he  cannot  produce  one  in« 
ftance  where  it  hxi^portsfatis/a^ion  ofmtnd^ 
in  oppofition  to  ^ubty  which  yet  is  the 
QvXyfidhefs  ot  fdtisfaSiion  that  can  fuit  his 
pwp'ofe,  in  the  prefent  Queftion. 

Btf  T  further,  yatt^J,  which  he  fiiys  is 
tbep^ffhe^  doth  not  come  regularly  from 
Vytf  fatur  fuity  beeaufe  verbs  neutral  in 
Kal^  imd  never  aSiive  in  that  conjugation, 
do  not  form  a  Nipbal.  So  that  it  vnll  at 
leaft  be  doubtful  whether  yitS^l  be,  as  he 
takes  for  granted,  from  WB^  fafur  fuit : 
I  mean  the  word  in  Nipbal  fignifying  7W 
roMtj  as  diftinguiihed  from  the  other 
ynvi  which  is  the  firft  perfon  plural  fu«* 
ture  in  Kaly  fignifying  laejhatt  he  fatiated^ 
otfati^d.  I  fay,  'as  the  word  in  Nipbal 
is  not  regularly  formed  from  jrac^  in  Kat^ 
and  as  it  is  never  found  to  fignify  any 
thing  hut fvfearingy  we  have  only  Mr  Bate's^ 

word 
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W6rd  for  it,  that  it  ever  iinp6rt8  ixiy  fdlu* 
rity  at  all,  An  Oath  froih  the  nature  of  it 
will  give  fatisfadtion  to  thofe  to  Whom  it 
is  made,  and  will  be  generally  looked  up* 
on  as  afecurity  that  afTeverations  confirm- 
ed by  it  are  true,  and  tl^t  promifes  nuule 
by  it  will  be  fulfilled*  But  the  idea  of 
this  fatisfaSiioriy  or  fecurityy  doth  by  no 
means  appear,  from  the  reafbns  above 
given,  to  arife  from,  or  be  contained  in, 
the  verb  ynB^i  itfelf. 

Mr  Bate  indeed  tells  us  (ibid.)  that^i/, 
perfeBy  compkaty  ^xAJufficienty  is  the  **  ju- 
"  dicipus  height  conflrudtion  of  the  word 
«*  in  his  Crit.  Sacr.  and  is  the  fenfe  given 
*^  by  Lexicographers  in  general." 

Consult  Leigby  confult  the  Lexico- 
grapherSy  he  and  they  make  two  difie- 
rent  roots  of  yaiJ^,  of  which  Leigh  fays, 
^*  the  one  hath  ^  with  the  point  on  the 
V  left  hand,  and  the  other  on  the  right/' 
And  they  all  put  jTig^J  juravity  under  that 
which  they  render  hyfeptemy  which  hath 
the  point  to  the  right.     But, 

^^  LEIGH  fays,  formerly  there  was 
"  not  that  difference  in  tff  that  there  now 

He 
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He  doth  fo,  from  a  Book  intitled  de 
PunSiorum  Hebraieorum  Antiquitate :  But 
neverthelefs  let  it  be  obferved,  that  the  Bf 
in  the  Tf^^  under  which  yiB^J  is  com- 
monly ranged,  is  never  changed  into  D.  in 
any  of  the  Eaftern  Languages  (fo  far  at 
leaft  as  appears  from  Cq/iell)  though  the 
8^  in  words  that  fignify  faturity  is  changed 
in  thofe  languages  into  D,  which  argues 
a  primitive  difference  between  the  two 
words. 

Mr  Bate  obferves  further,  that  Leigh^ 
quoting  Bifliop  Andrews  s  Catechifm,  "  fays 
"  that  this  word  which  fignifies  to  fwear^ 
"  fignifies  alfo  to  fatisfy :  He  to  whom 
"  we  /wear  muft  be  therewithal  content-- 
"  edr  ibid. 

But  Bifliop  Andrews  feems  not  to  have 
had  in  his  eye,  either  the  diftindtion  be- 
tween the  two  words  which  Leigh  himfelf 
has  made,  or  the  true  radical  idea  of  either 
of  them.  And  Mr  Bate  himfelf  owns, 
that  "  this  will  not  do  when  it  is  ufed,  as 
"  it  fo  often  is,  in  the  pajjhe  voice**  ibid, 
in  which  ufe,  if  this  conftrudion  be  re- 
tained, the  perfon  who  fwears  will  be  the 
perfon  fatisfied  therewith,  and  not  the  per- 
fon to  whom  the  Oath  is  made ;  therefore 

PartIIL  R  Mr 
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Mr  ^te  will  havQ  it  that  in  thd  paffhe^ 
l^iphalj  the  fame  word  that  in  Kal  figni- 
fies  ta Satisfy,  (b?\\  not  ipean  tobefatisfi^dj 
but  to  l?e  nuade  cixmpieat^  t^rf^^  or  ^/^ 
^W.  Which  is  after  all  giving  it  a  faf- 
Jvefenji,  whereas  it  \%  alwj^ys  lakeri  in  an 
tdtive  fenfe,  though  it  be  in  the  form  M- 
fhal,  liHe  feme  oth^r  verbs  aa  DftSi  /n?^- 
i^ywV,  and  ^j?ri  imuifiif. 

THf^l^E  is  ^Ifo  another  difficulty  attends 
this  conftrudlion  of  a  perfon  who  fwears 
|;>eing  made  prfeSi^  c^mpkaiy  &e.  And 
that  is  when  thi^  verb  fe  ufed  of  God. 
Cap  He  b?  faid  to  be  made  thereby  per^ 
je&^  cofx^le^y  4c<:.  ?  No,  fayr  Mr  BatCy 
p,  8i.  "  When  JehcnMb  in  condefcenfion 
"  to  us  fays  ♦WlB^i  O  by  myfelf  lam  made 
^*J^#P^i  ttis>  I  have  given  i\iQ\\  fecu- 
*'  rity  as  (hews  I  m^y  bq  trufted/'  But 
silthough  this  be  a  confequence  of  God's 
j^earingy  it  i^  not  the  true  meaning  of  the 
Vford  itfiflf,  but  is  the  fubftiftution  of  the 
fuppofed  radical  idea,  in  the  room  of  the 
i^ivywn  and  common  acceptation  of  the 
verb.  So  that  although  we  may  i^eak  in- 
deed of  hiy  O^tbj  and  of  )»&  Jwearing  a& 
the  Apoftle  did,  H^i.  vi.  13,  Et«  xal  uhwc 

uXf  f^!l^^^  jOfMQ'Mf  oy^ooTf  KzV  $gvjl>ff  ^m»    Yet 

as 


fts  ttiis  is  taken  from  the  liebreu>  plirafe,  th 
mly  meaning  muji  he  (according  to  Mr  Bate") 
Becaufe  he  could  be  madi  fuffkient  by  no 
greater ;  by  Himfe^  be  was  made  fuffkient i 
fayingi  &c*  that  isi  by  himfdf  he  gdvi 
fucbfecarity  m /hewed  he  might  be  frufied. 

Bu.-f  the  learned  Author  of  the  Chri/iian 
plan  takes  another  Wiy  of  accounting  fo^ 
the  ufe  of  yatyj. 

"As  the  word  Shehab  figriifles  feven^ 
"  dr  the  firft  perfeB  revolution  of  tim^ 
•*  from  the  fcveral  z&s  and  partd  of  the 
**  Creation,  which  were  in  their  courfe  of 
♦*  production,  and  were  compleated  in  that 
**  time,  the  name  of  an  Oath  ratifying  the 
•*  decree  in  that  part,  may  be  fuppofed  t?o 
*•  be  annexed  to  the  fime  word,  to  pei^pe-^ 
*^  tuate  the  occafion,  and  memory  of  this 
*^  tranfa6tidn/*  /*  3 1  * 

By  this  Account  the  ruling  idci  of 
Jlylatt^  is  not,  ^  Mr  Bate  fays,  "  Satif* 
^^faSiim  or  Security^  or,  to  form  another 
**  wofd,  the  htlngfecuriti^y  enaWed  with 
*•  a  fufficient  fecurity."  /.  82.  But  it  is. 
The  Creation  of  the  World  compleated  in 
feoa%  days.  And  the  Ntm  prefixed  to  yae^ 
whereby  it  is  made  a  verb  fignifying  to 
R  i  fwear. 
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ftvear^  contains  greater  Myfterics  than  Mr 
Bate  feems  to  be  aware  of. 

For——"  The  addition  of  the  paffiye 
**  Nun  to  this  noun,  might  well  (hew  that 
"  when  Mofes  committed  the  Hiftory  of 
'"  the  Creation  to  writing,  this  part  of  the 
"  promife  waff  performed,  and  the  ad:ion 
«  over."     Chrijiian  Plan,  ibid. 

And  whereas  Mr  Bate  gathers  from  the 
prefixed  Nun  that  the  verb  is  paffive,  and 
confequently  ♦WltJ^J  when  fpoken  of  Je^ 
bovah,  means  /  am  made  fufficient  y  he  has 
not  confidered,  that  "  when  a  pronoun 
"  fingular  is  affixed  to  this  verb,  and  pre- 
*'  dicated  of  the  Deity,  the  Unity  of  the 
"  Divine  Being  may  be  intended  to  be 
"  thereby  intimated ;  as  the  plurality  is  by 
"  the  Nun  prefixed. — For  the  Nun  con- 
"  fidered  as  the  firft  perfon  plural,  mu/i 
">^r^w  that  more  perfons  than  one  were 
^*  concerned  in  this  oath  and  in  the  aft  of 
"  Creation."     Chiftian  Pkny  p.  32.   ' 

Now  this  Account  of  the  word,  and 
Mr  Btffe's  Account  of  it  cannot,  I  think, 
poffibly  ftand  together.  And  Mr  Moody  ^ 
Account  above  given  cannot  fland  with 
either. 

There 
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There  is  indeed  a  very  remarkable 
and  eflential  difference  between  Mr  Moody 
and  the  Author  of  the  Chrijiian  Plan  on 
this  Article,  The  latter  laid  it  down,  and 
engaged  to.  give  Evidence  for  it  not  to  be 

quejiioned^ "  That  the  original  Covc- 

"  nant  of  the  Elohim  confifted  of  two 
"  parts ;  the  firft  was  an  Engagement  to 
^*  create  this  world :  The  fecond  was  an 
"  engagement  for  the  provifional  redemp- 
**  tion  of  Mankind.  The  two  Hebrew 
"  words  for  fwearing  exadlly  correfpond 
*^  with  this  fuppofed  ftate  of  this  Cafe. 
"  The  Shebah  or  Nijhbang  relates  princi- 
"  pally  to  the  firft  part,  though  Confider- 
^«  ed  generally  as  a  promiffory  or  aflertory 
"  Oath,  it  extended  much  further,  and 
"  reaches  to  the  End  of  all  things,  the 
"  final  Seventh  or  Sabbath''  p.  31. 

And  this  is  intimated  in  the  verb  Nijh- 
bangy  for  "  a  Nun  of  the  future  fignifies 
"  that  there  was  a  promiffory  Oath,  of 
"  which  great  part  was  ftill  to  be  perform- 
"  ed  infuturo^  ?•  3^. 

But  the  ALE  or  execratory  Oath,  cor- 

rcfponded  with  the  fecond  part,  and  *^  was 

«  fo  called  from  the  fecond  Perfon's  enga- 

"  ging  provifionally  to  redeem  Man/' /-so. 

R  3  Thw 
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T  H 1 6  16  the  Do^ftrinc  of  the  QmJIian 
Plan*  By  which*  Sbebab  the  Oath  of  en-« 
^ement  tQ  create^  i^  prior  in  order  (of 
conception  at  leaft)  to  ^hy  or  the  Oath 
of  engagement  to  a  prwijimal  Redemption. 

But  on  the  other  hand  Mr  Mooify 
gives  a  contrary  Account,  He  tells  us, 
p.  74.  that  "  yity  was  a  confequenqe  of 
«  the  hSn."  And  p.  y$.  ?*  that  an  nVt? 
"  is  pre-fuppofed  in  order  to  conflitute  a 
**  yatP."  And  /.  97.  *^  that  Jebo^ab  was 
*'  P^hSm  before  yntJ^J  could  be  predicated 
^'  of  hini/^  And  /.  73.  ^*  The  nSw  is 
^*  previous  to  the  ynn^  in  the  Arch-type, 
^^  the  Heavens."  Which  he  explains,  if 
I  do  not  miftake  him  in  p.  70.  where  he 
fays  "  yatJf  pre-fuppofes  an  n?^,  and  in^ 
^^  eludes  it.  This  word  in  Pfal.  xcv.  ii, 
"  is  joined  with  >)K,  a  name  of  the  fire, 
V  or  fiery  vifage  of  the  Sun,  the  part 
^*  where  the  fpirit  comes  in,  and  the  Har 
^^  litus  yatt^J  is  eje^ed,  or  comes  forth/'--- 
And  this  brings  us  at  length  to  the  radical 
idea  of  yitff,  cunSia  retro  abundantiay  a 
ipavi^g  outivardsy  frpm  the  interp^ion 
pr  niK  of  the  Agents,  the  D^nhK  BtnStf 
impelling,  or  cauiing  iOi  w^ftm  in  the 
jnaterial  System. 

These 
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These  Gentlehicn  wil!  be  the  beft 
able  to  adjuft  thefe  differences  between 
themfelvfcs.  I  have  briefly  feprefented 
them,  and  the  Reader^  if  he  thinks  pro- 
per, may  confult  them  at  the  pages  I  have 
referred  to,  and  judge  for  himfelf ;  for 
indeed  I  am  unable  to  give  him  any 
further  affiftance  towards  uriderftanding 
them, 

I  A  M  charged  with  writing  what  is  of 

doubtful  difputatitm^ with  leaving  words 

in  greater  doubt  than  the  Lexicographers 
/i&^/^/w^.-^— --My  Pieces  appear  to  aim  at 
being  vague  and  uncertain  :■  >■  They  tend 
to  unhinge  every  thing  and  fettle  nothings  &c. 
(fee  Mr  Aboab^  p.  6,  7.  and  Mr  Holhwayy 

P-  4>  5>  6.) 

I  D  o  not  care  to  charge  my  Opponents 
with  confequcnces  which  I  believe  they 
never  meant.  But  I  fhall  readily  refer  it 
to  any  perfon  who  has  read  their  pieces  as 
Well  as  mine,  whether  I  am  the  only  one 
whofe  writings  on  thefe  fubje<9t§  happen 
to  be  attended  with  thefe  confequcnces 
that  are  complained  of. 

M  R  Moody  fays  that  "  the  Doftor  has 

"  not    f)  fuficiently    attended    to    what 

^}  Mr   H^    has    proved    concerning    the 

R  4  {'  genius 
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*'  genius  of  the  Hebrew  language,  as  a  pcr- 
"  fon  who  undertook  to  oppofe  and  an- 
"  fwer  himjhould  have  done.'*  p.  102. 

M  Y  undertaking  here  is  greatly  mag*- 
nified  from  what  it  really  was,  though 
it  was  no  fmall  venture,  as  the  event  hath 
ihewn,  to  attack  his  conftruftioii  of  two 
words  only  5  however  I  have  attended 
fo  ftifficiently  to  his  conftruftion  of  thofe 
two  words,  as  to  have  given  my  opponents 
a  great  deal  of  trouble  in  defending  him« 
And  if  I  now  enlarge  my  undertaking,  by 
extending  it  to  the  examination  of  a  few 
more  words,  for  the  better  difcovery  of 
the  genius  of  the  Hebrew  language,  I 
hope  it  will  not  be  thought  amifs,  as  I  fhall 
confine  myfelf  to  thofe  words  only  to 
which  they  have  invited  me  to  give  a  par- 
ticular attention  to,  as  proofs  of  the 
genius,  and  fpecimens  of  the  excellency 
a.nd  pcrfcftion  of  this  ideal  language.       ' 

M  R  Moody  points  out  to  me  the  pecu-^ 
liar  fagacity  of  Mr  H.  in  difcovering  the 
one  ruling  or  kading  idea  of  the  Hebrew 
word  •im.  For  it  is  one  of  thofe  ideas 
"  that  we  cannot  in  other  languages  ex- 
"  prefs  by  one  wor4,  becaufe  the  formers 
^'  pf  other  tongues  had  little  or  no  regard 

"tQ 


[  249  ] 
<«  to  ideas  when  they  framed  thofe  lan- 
<^  guages;  fo  that  the  idea  muft  be  cxplain- 
**  ed  by  circumlocution,  and  the  Hebrew 
"  word  muft  be  tranflated  by  different 
*«  words  in  different  places."  p.  102.  And 
**  the  original  idea  being  prcferved  "Xl^ 
*'  may  be  tranflated  occafionally  the 
*'  jidytum^  LogoSy  a  mldernefs^  an  ape^ 
"  an  infeSly  a  plague^  a  nvordy  precept^ 
^^  injlitutiony  or  matter.'*  p.  103. 

Now  under  what  idea  fhall  we  range 
fb  great  a  variety  of  things,  that  they  may 
all  come  under  it,  or  at  leaft  fome  way 
participate  in  it  ?  Why  this  may  be  eifedl- 
ed,  (and  is  only  to  be  effedted)  by  com-^ 
bining  the  two  abftradt  ideas  of  concealment 
and  manifejiatimj  (which  are  the  eight 
and  ninth  inftances  of  Uranfcendental 
relations  of  aSHonsJimpky  in  Wilktns's  Real 
Chara£ier)  fome  way  into  one  complex 
idea ;  whereby  it  may  be  applied,  to  any 
thing  that  is  concealed^  and  is  to  be  manifejl^ 
ed.  Which  idea,  as  it  is  combined  of  two 
oppofite  ideas,  cannot  in  any  other  language 
be  exprefled  otherwife  than  by  drcum- 
locution^  though  one  word  in  Hebrew  gives 
it  intirely,  for,  as  Mr  Moody  tells  us, 
p.  ip2. 
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"nai  cxpreffes  any  thiftg  thai  H 
*^fecret^  and  is  to  be  fMnifeJkdn  tbefinfe 
«<  of  hearings  feeing^  andfeiUng'' 

But  though  this  idea  is  eictenfive  e- 
nough,  aiid  may  rule  in  a  great  number  of 
words,  yet  in  Mr  Mo&dy%  application  of  it  * 
to  the  feveral  diings  abdve'-mentioned 
for  which  *in  is  ufed,  he  makes  it  much 
more  fo.  For  he  applies  ^md  explains  it 
in  fuch  manner,  as  to  take  in  whatever 
ivas  a  fecret  but  is  manifefted^  as  well  as 
afecret  to  be  manifefied^  viz.  Every  thing 
that  was  unknown  and  is  known^  sis  well 
as  every  thing  that  is  unknown  and  will  be 
itnown,  I.  p.     Every  thing  knowabfe.     And 

under 


*  <«  So  m  fecret  to  be  reveakd-"^a  myfttfy  to  be 
*'  mftnifefted — —  a  place  or  houie  wherein  were  things 
*f  hidden,  kept  fecret,  which  were  to  be  revealed,  as  the 
♦*  Hofy  df  Holies^  which  was  vailed,  till  the  vail  was  rent 
f'  apon  Chrift^s  rcalifsing  the  types  and^typical  adiolis.-^So 
^*  a  tra£l  of  land  unknown,  afterwards  to  be  inhabited, 
f*  as  each  of  thefe  vaft  wilderneifes  were.rr~-CreatiireS| 
^  natives  of  a  place  unknown,  brought  frond  thence  and 
^•Jbswed^  as  Aptt^  &c.  fetched  ftom  the  Uuxl  of  jlfyr^-^'^ 
f*  Some  fmall  flying  infed  ipvifible  to  feiife,  till'  it  fly 
*^  into  the  eye,  and  olFend  it,  fo  ipake  it  fenfible  of  its 

^  being A  plague  which  a^  invifibly,  and  not  to  be 

^'  perceived  but  by  its  efFeAs  or  fymptoms,  pain  and  death* 

** So  a  word,  or  i^c,  which  is  the  fecret  of  the  heart 

f<  or  mind  till  it  be  fpoken  or  rercaled.'*    p.  102,  an4 
103. 
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under  this  radi(:al  ide»  wh^t  may  not  txr 

ranged? 

I  ALWAYS  thought  that  'when  Mr 
ff.  fpoke  oi  ^^  one  riding  or  hading  idea 
"  running  through  ev$ry  root^  which  it  re^ 
^*  tains  in  part  in  every  one  ofifs  derivatives 
"  or  branches''  (fee  Mr  Moody  p,  io2.)  he 
meant  it  of  fonie  iimple  idea,  or  ibme  idea 
taken  iipmediately  ftoxa  objedls  of  the 
fenfes.^  And  that  this  radical  idea 
running  through  the  derivatives,  or  various 
branches  from  the  fam^  root,  would  be 
fubjeft  on  courie  to  various  combinations, 
in  which  neverthelefs  it  would  maintain 
/bme  appearance  of  itfelf,  and  woyld  never 

9  As  wbeo  he  tells  us,  VqI.  ULf.  149*  that  nM*1» /iv 
fianvk,  is  the  root  for  Fifion. 

plD  ihsSfiiUr^  ffom  her  art  in  weaving,  becomes  a  root 
lor  that  fcieoce. 

WV  the  Motbj  is  the  root  for  corroding  things. 

^DK  tbi  IVorm^  which  fo  ftrangely  eats  wood,  thougl^ 
not  foand  in  Scripture,  is  the  root  for  iating, 

Knp  the  Partridge^  the  original  of  the  root  H^p  to  cal|. 
Vol.  VII.  p.  285. 

'So  niTK  goings^  ftepf,  the  radical  idea  of  Httf K  Ueffi^gu 
And  •^f  $be  bam  J  the  original  idea  of  power,  &c.  For  fays 
}At  H.  **  The  Htbnw  language  is  founded  opon,  and  is 
f  *  a  copy  of,  the  id^as  or  images  of  things.'*  Vol.  IV. 
^.222.  "  The  uf^ge  of  the  fame  word  for  the  original 
^*  and  the  image,  (hews  that  there  is  the  fame  idea  though 
f  J  in  a  diferent  degree  in  each."    YqL  V.  f  30* 
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be  quite  out  of  fight.  But  if  the  radical 
idea  itfelf  may  be  a  combination  of  ideas, 
as  in  the  inftance  now  before  us,  where- 
of a  part  only  may  be  communicated  to 
one  derivative,  and  part  to  another,  it  can 
anfwer  no  end,  as  I  conceive,  in  an  ideal 
language,  but  a  bad  one,  viz.  makingy  or 
tncrea/ingj  confufion. 

But  however  that  may  be,  one  con- 
fequence  has  already  appeared  from  too 
great  a  prefumption  of  the  certainty  and 
importance  of  this  radical  idea,  which 
deferves  to  be  taken  notice  of.  Mr  H. 
whatever  opinion  he  might  have  of  his 
difcovery  of  the  ruling  idea  of  in,  yet 
never  took  upon  bimfelf^  as  far  as  I  can 
find,  to  make  the  Scriptures  vouch  for 
it,  by  changing  the  tranflation  of  the  verb 
•12T  where  it  hath  always  been  underftood 
to  fignify  loquoTy  (to  /peak)  into  manifejt 
the  fecret.  Yet  this  done  and  more  than 
once  in  the  laft  edition  of  his  Works,  viz. 
In  Glory  and  Gravity ^  p.  120.  Rem.  on  the 
0/f.p.  385.  Mr  Bate  can  give  the  beft 
account  of  this,  and  alfo  of  other  Words, 
whofe  verfion  is  altered  in  this  edition  from 
what  it  was  in  Mr  Ws  own-  edition.  And 
as  this  is  a  remarkable  inftance  of  the  li- 
berties 
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bcrtics  taken  tvith  Mr  jff/s  Works,  in 
rendering  the  Latin  tranflation  he  made 
ufe  of  into  Englifli,  I  fliall  cite  the  verfe^ 
intire,  as  given  firft  by  Mr  H.  himfelf/ 
and  then  as  given  by  the  hand  that  made 
his  Latin  quotations  Englifh. 

In  his  own  edition,  1733,  of  Ghry 
andGravityy  p.  112.  He  had  given  the 
text  thus  from  the  interlineary  verfion. 

"  Qu  I  s  ifte  veniens  iie  Edom^  rube- 
"  faftus  veftes  de  Bozrahy  &  decoratus 
*^  in  ftola  fua,  feftinus  in  1^  mvltitudine 
"  potential  fuse  ?  Ego  loquem  in  juftitia, 
*'  :n  magnus  ad  fervandum/' 

B,u  T  in  the  edition  of  his  Works  in 
in  1749,  Ghry  and  Gravity ^  p.  120. 
The  Englifh  verfion  is  made  to  run  thus. 

"Who  is  this  that  cometh  pHND 
"  in  humane  nature^  with  dyed  garaments 
^^from  the  vintage ;  This  that  is  glorious 
"  in  his  apparel,  a  taker  of  captives^  by 
**  the  Great  one^  his  ftrength  ?  I  that  ma^ 
"  »i/^  tbefecret  (myftery)  in  righteoufnefs, 
"  a  Great  one  to  fave/' 

H  E  R  E  are  five  alterations  of  the  verfion 
in  five  lines.  And  the  firfl:  of  them  {viz. 
In  human  nature  inftead  of  from  Edom) 
Mr  Bate  has  fince  changed :    for  in  his 

difpute 


Hfyatt  with  me  about  Berid  p,  up 
he  l)a8  got  ft  hew  interpretation  of  it,  visss 
•«  Who  is  this  that  conieth  feSHKa  died 
^  with  blood  or  Hood  afloat  ?  '*  Probably 
he  now  takes  it  for  a  part,  faffhe.  Buf 
there  is  no  pardciple  with  the  29  before  the 
Aril  radical^  and  the  1  before  the  laf^^ 
Some  nouns  there  are.  But  I  believe  not 
adjeSKves, 

The  veriion  of  TW'i  (for  which  Mr  H 
had  ufed  fejlinus)  by  a  taker  of  captives^ 
h  more  excufable,  becaufe  Mr  £f«  had 
made  this  aheratbn  himfelf  in  his  citatk)a 
of  the  text  in  his  own  edition  of  his  Re^ 
marks^  &c.  p.  1204  whkh  he  Wrote  after 
he  had  publifhed  Ohry  and  Otai^ity* 
But  he  lets  Edom  ahd  Boa^rah  ftand  as 
they  cHd  in  his  firft  citadort  of  the  text  in 
Glory  and  Gravity  :  and  in  his  fecond 
citation  of  it  in  his  Dafay  Vol.  I*  p.  231* 
Nor  doth  it  appear  that  he  ever  changed 
his  mind,  (but  this  Mr  Bate  beft  knows) 
as  to  die  meaning  of  thefe  two  words  iii 
thetext.  Certain  it  is>  that  in  the  feecttid 
part  of  his  Datay  p.  271.  he  fpeaks  iliorc 
particularly  of  thefe  two  words,  of  the  cm 
as  a  imgdcfm^  of  the  odler  as  a  place. '  And 
he  quotes  this  v^  text  as  a  proof  of  thek 

being 
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being  To*     Therefore  bunume  nature  and 
wnti^y  inftead  of  the  proper  names  EdM$ 
and  Bazroby  come  not  from  the  authori 
but  from  fbme  other  hand. 

U  p  o  H  which  I  beg  leave  to  ob(er?6 
the'  confoquences  of  rendering  Scripture 
by  rukng  ideas.  For  if  this  praftice  be 
carried  further,  as  all  or  moft  of  the  proper 
names  of  perfons  and  places  are  Uken  from 
ibme  circumftance  o£  adion,  or  office, 
&c.  we  ihall  fcarce  be  able  to  diftinguifh 
the  proper  names  from  the  appellatives. 
And  if  13*1  hetOus  efi^  which  is  a  word  of 
the  moft  common  ufe  in  the  language, 
may  be  rendered,  from  its  fuppefed  ruling 
idea,  by  mamfefiing  the  fecrety  or  the 
myftery ;  every  perf(»i  who  thinks  he  has 
dHcoMered  the  radical  idea  of  any  word 
(/.  e.  fuch  an  idea  as  will  make  the  diffe- 
rent fenfes  of  that  word,  or  of  the  deriva- 
tives from  it,  appear  in  ibme  fort  recon- 
ciiabte  with  each  other)  QMy  give  it  as 
the  true  and  )uft  interpretatien  of  that 
word,  whenever  he  thinks  fit  to  do  fo. 
Which  will  make  this  ideal  language  £o 
uncertsda  in  its  Interpretations,  that  it 
may  be  made  to  fpeak  whatever  fuch  a 
peribn  has  a  annd  i(  ihould. 

Mr 


r  256  ] 

M  R  Aboab  likewife  is  fo  gOod  as  to  give 
me  fome  inftru£bions  about  radical  ideas. 

I N  a  note,  at/.  80.  of  the  DiJfertatimSf 
after  citing  a  paflage  from  Mr  H.  where- 
in he  recommends  Mr  GouJfef%  method, 
I  happened  to  fay,  that  it  was  ungene*^ 
rous  in  Goujfet^  not  to  acquaint  the  learned 
world  how  this  art  of  examining  each  word 
by  the  ufage  in  itfelf^  without  dependance 
on  any  verfionsj  old  or  newj  might  be  at- 
tained to.  Mr  Aboab  therefore  perceiving 
that  I  "  have  no  idea  of  this  method^  that 
*'  he  may  give  me  fome  conception  ofitj  pro- 
*'  pofes  a  fhort.  plan  with  an  inflame ^  how 
"  to  ufe  it."  viz.  "  When  /  would  be 
**  certain  of  the  true  meaning  of  a  word, 
*'  by  the  help  of  a  Concordance  to  examine 
**  all  the  places  where  it  is  ufed,  and  to 
"  compare  the  feveral  paffages  together 
^*  where  the  word  is  found,  that  by  obfer- 
"  ving  the  property,  Sfr.  wherein  all  the 
^'  objeds  to  which  it  is  applied  agree,  /may 
"  difcover  fuch  a  leading  fenfe  or  idea  as 
**  correfponds  with  all  the  inftances  of  the 
"  Bible."  /,  36. 

It  is  true  I  may  find  out  a  leading 
ienfe,  or  fome  general  abftraft  idea,  as 
^^Inftrument  or  Means ^^-'-— Condition -^--^ 

Congruity 
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ijongruity — Pojitiofiy — Secretion^  and  the 
like,  that  (hall  correfpond  with  moft  of 
the  inftances  oi  any  word  In  the  Bible; 
or  if  I  cannot  find  one  idea  that  will  anfwer 
my  end,  I  can,  at  leaft,  find  two  that  will 
do  it,  which  being  combined,  or  kid  to- 
gether, fnay  pafs  as  onCy  though  they  mufl 
be  expreffed  in  other  languages  by  cir- 
cumlocution. ^ 

But  how  the  queftidn  with  me  is, 
bow  I  myfelf  fliall  know,  or  be  able  to 
fatisfy  any  other  perfon,  tha:t  I  have  by 
this  nieans  hit  upon  the  true  leading  idea  f 
The  correfpondence  of  it  with  all  the  in- 
ftances of  the  word  will  be  no  evidence 
to  me^  or  them,  of  the  certainty  of  the 
difcovery,  becaufe  another  man  may  find 
another  leading  Jenfe  that  will  do  as  well, 
and  a  third  may  tell  us  of  a  third  leading 
idea  which,  he  fays,  is  preferable  to  both 
the  former.  And  this  is  not  a  mere  fup- 
pofition,  it  is  matter  of  fadt  as  my  oppo- 
nents very  well  know* 

Bu  T  to  come  to  Mr  Aboab's  example  of 
the  ufe  and  benefit  of  the  method  propofed. 

"For  inftance  (fays  he)  the  root  Nfll 
"  hath  been  thought  by  the  Concordance 
"  makers,  Lexicographers,  Tranflators,  and 

Part  IJL  S  ".  Para- 
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^'  iPayaplirafts,  Ancients,  and  Mpd^crns,  to 
"  hji,ve  been  three  different  id^as;,  nan^ely 
^'  to  beali  a,  giant ^  and  a  daad  m^ 
"  Whereas  all  thofe  three  whjich  thfy  call 
"  different  ideaSj  are  only  difFerer^t  fubj^d^^ 
'^  and  its  primitive  and  original  idea  ia  4^ 
"  oner  p.  56. 

Now  I  do  not  know  a  toore  ptopfa; 
inftance  to  make  the  experimeat  uppo.* 
For  the  id^a  o£heaIfngj  a  giqpt^^  a^  a 
£^(id  man^  Conveyed  by  this  word,  ar«  as. 
different  as  one  would  defire  for  a  fa^ple 
to  try  Mr  Jiboab\  and  Mr  Gouffefs  m^t^od 
by. 

"  T  Hj  E,  original  id^a  then  is  ^/^  ori(j^ 
"  whijqkis  to  reJiitiUe^  reinfiate^  or  pm  a, 
"  tHng  in  Jiatu  quo''   ibid* 

?UT,  I  qijieftion  whether  this  will,  do, 
becaufe  it  is  ^  part  of  the  idea  of  J^oJitioHj 
^ybiph  Mr  ji^ab  h^  appropriated  to  an- 
other root*  And  I  am  alrpady  taught  by 
nvy  Other  inOtrudor.  Mr  Moody jth^t  "  each 
"  root  has  only  one  idea  or  image^  and 
^  th?t  there  are  np  two  roots  for  one  apd 
^^the  fame,  inaagi?  or  idea."  /.  16.  NoW; 
tp.give.}it£n  thjEi  ra4ica)i  id^a  of  refiituere^ 
which  is,  the  idea  oi  ponere  in^^Jlatu  qyfi^ 
(as.  Mr  Aboab  hirnfclf .  explains,  it)  is,  to 

majie 


inake  it  interfere  with  the  rididl  idea  of 
Tff,  which  takes  in  and  comprehendB  att 
kinds  (f  pojaim.     See  Mr  Abodby  p^  35^ 

L  £  f  us  foppofe  hdtvev-fer  for  the  pre-i- 
fcnt,  that  [pnttrng  in  Jlatii  quo  h  to  be  ex- 
cepted out  of  the  genfcral  idea  of  pojiiim  \ 
and  Ifet  usr  l!ry  the  leading  fehfe  of  f«jih 
upon  this  cbnccflionf*     Then  indeed  the 
idea  of  ^<«A>z^  will  be  properly  conveyed, 
by  thii  word  in  all  thofe  inftantcs .  given 
by  Mr  'A^&by  *'  as  in  Gen.  xx.  17.  i^'i\ 
^^then  the  Elohim  healed  Ahimekchi   &ci 
**  prdpcrly  irejiituted  j^imekch  to  his  former 
^*  ftate  of  health.**  /*  36.     And  Tk^iam 
W31  be  properly  called  JRephaim  a«  reftorers 
to  health  ih  hi^  fecond  inftance^  2  Chi^Mi. 
ivi;  li.    And  rebuilding  the  broken  al- 
itor,   cxjM^efled  b;^  #K)*%  i  Kings  xViiii  3o# 
j[  which  i§;  his  tlttrd  inftaiice)   will  come 
juftly   enbugh    under   the  femfe   idea  of 
^effiiutiofii    But  the  ufage  of  the  word  in 
the  fourth  inflfcance  produced  by  Mr 'jiboab, 
viz,    2  Kings- ^.  21,    22i   Where  Elijhah 
healed'  the  Waiters  of  Jerichb^   will  not  1 
]J>rcfume  correfpohd  with  his  kdding  fenfe 
er  idda.    For  dwlc  waters  -  were  riot  ref- 
fituted^  reinjtated}  or  put  into  the  conditk>ri 
V  S  2  in 
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in  which  they  had  formerly  been,  (for 
they  were  by  nature  naught  p*yn,  as  the 
land  was  alio  naturally  ^barren)  but  were 
changed,  and  put  into  a  ftate  of  fweetnefs 
and  falubrity,  in  which  they  had  never 
been  before.  When  that  which  is  by 
nature  imperfeB  or  deficient^  is  made  whole 
or  intire^  or  that  which  is  in  itfelf  diftajl'- 
Jul  and  umvhokfome  is  made  agreeable  and 
falubriousj  it  may  perhaps  comt  under 
Mr  Bates  radical  idea  of  yae^  fully  com- 
pleat y  perfeSly  fufficientj  but  it  hath  nothing 
fo  do  with  Mr  Aboab's  idea  of  reinftatingy 
or  putting  in  Jiatu  quo.  The  waters  of 
"Jericho  were  cured  13  "I*  in  a  fenfe  of  beaU 
ingy  like  that  of  the  man  lame  from  his 
his  mother's  womb,  ASts  ui.  2.  and 
xiv.  8.  And  the  man  born  blind,  Johnix. 
yf\io  were  not  rejiituted  to  their  former 
condition,  but  put  into  a  new  one. 

Neither  will  the  fecond  application 
of  the  word  to  Giants  be  eafily  reconciled 
to  this  primary  idea,  Mr  Aboab  attempts 
to  fhew  the  correfpondence,  by  observing 
that  the  Rephaim  in  Gen.  xv.  26.  "  were 
"called  fo,  either  becaufe  they  recotxred 
"their  firft  and  original  Jituation  and 
*^  country  called  Hajhteroth  Karnaim,  many 

«  years 
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'*  years  after  dieir  fore-fathers  were  drivdn 
**  away  from  it  by  Chedorlabomer  and  his 
^  confederate  kings,.  Gen.  xiv.  5.  for  we 
^^  find  they  wer6  again  drove  away  by  the 

^^  HamoniteSj  Deut.  ii.  20,  21. Or  be- 

"  caufe  they  were  large  injiature^  perhaps 
«  like  the  Antediluvians'^  p.  37.  But  I 
doubt  neither  of  thefe  accounts  will  be 
fufficient  for  the  purpofe. 

For  as  to  the  former,  this  nation  was 
called  Rephaim  when  Chedorlabomer  with  his 
confederate  kings  fmotc  them  in  Afieratb 
Kamaimy  (fee  Gen.  xiv.  5.)  before  they 
were  driven  from  thence,  and  long  before 
they  recovered  their  country  after  having 
been  driven  out ;  (if  they  really  were  dif- 
poiTeffed  of  it  by  Chedorlahomery  which  does 
not  appear)  fo  that  there  is  no  pretence 
for  denominating  them  from  an  adion 
which  they  performed  after  the  napie  was 
given  them,  unlefs  it  be  fuppofcd  to  have' 
been  giyen  them  by  Mofes  by  way  of 
Prolepjis .:  which  Mr  ABoai  will  fcarce 
allow,  from  the  cdnfequcnces  that  fuch 
a  conceffion  will  have  upon  Mr  If— '§ 
conftrudtion  of  words  of  greater  impor-» 
t^pce  than  this  is. 

$  3  Nor 
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N  0  9  1;  the  other  acrcovf  t  mQrp  ^{^ 
fadory,  viz.  iecaufe  tbty  jvere  lar^^  in, 
Jiature  perhaps  like  the  JbttfSlwviam  %  |br 
were  they  r^aUy^  »n(i  without  4  p^hps^ 
as  large  as  the  j^tfdtluviqm^  yft  thpy 
were  not  reinfiatei  in  ^  CQpclition  thfy 
had  bf en  (ieprived  of,  or  4id  not  refo^er* 
a  fta^ure  that  they  h^^4  ^• 

And  then  as  for  the  third  i^bjp^  fos 
which -Mr -^^^^  fays  tjhis  root  yr^s  uf?d, 
yb.  ii^  dead  carca/e^  ^s  in  ^A  l^xxv^i.  n  i\ 
«  Shall  p^KSfn  ^A^  deadc^rc^s  wife  ?  ^f. 
^<  called  fo  becaufe  they  fire;  rejijit^^d  V\ 
**.thciJr  fifft  ^^^Wg  ^  pfimijuve  np^aitt^r  th9 
ff  duft,  ^s  G^«.  iii,  19,  I7(^ft7  i(i^.  r^^r^ 
*'  unto  the  mould,  from  wbevfe  tifou  'w^ 
*^  t(^eny  becaufe  thou  art  dufl^  an^m^p  dufi^ 
*f  thoujhalt;  r^tupi!'  ibid-  Kad  this  iyoi:d 
been  ufed  fpr  d^ad  bodies^  raifed  again  t^. 
Ufe^  fuch  a.  re^tufion,  pigh|  have  be^j;^ 
^^y  a4nHtted  under  the  idea*  But  \^sk 
^e  tQt<^  deil^u,<5tipn.  pr  di0blu^n  of  th^ 
ajriixnal  Ipody  can  be  cQncei,y9(i  as  a  re- 
iloi:ation  to  its  priftine  ^ate^  n^  require 
fproe  fiuther  explaimtion^  TtOTefilve.  zsaj; 
thipg  ifltp  ^^  firft  principles,  fc^mg  to  be  a 
quite  dijfFerent  idea  from  that,  of  reflating. 
it  in  a  condition  from  which  it  had  fallen ; 


for  the  oiie  is  to  ieftroy  a  fyftem,  tlic 
other  is  to  cure  and  rejioye  it :  Sehfes  quite 
oppofite,  \vtiich  I  am  told  My  Ts/lx  Bate 
jno  rtebriew  word  ever  carries,  for,  fays 
Jle,  if*  the  words  bf  the  rioly  Spirit  ^*  nave 
^'  not  jjways  the  Jfaine  but  often  very  diffe^ 
^*  r)enfj  and  fome  times  qtiiie  contrary  mean-r 
^*  itigs^  there  can  be  ho  certainty  or  prefpi- 
<*  fciiity  in  the  wfiling/*  /.  109.  And  let 
Mr  Abbab  cbnfidef  with  hiriifelf,  whe- 
ther it  will  not  follow  from  his  radical 
fenfe  pf  Ki)^,  that  they  who  dcftrpy  men5 
lives,  and  bring  them  to  the  duft  of  thd 
^rave,  4fe  as  properly  fcD^Kfi*1  PhyficidnS| 
tohfiderfeci  as  reiiiftdtorSy  as  they  vvho  r^r 
Jtdr^  them  to  ftrengfli  and  fanity.  And 
diai  he  Who  deftroyed  the  Altar  of  the 
Lofd,  I  kings  xviii.  3.  did  ias  properly 
*ta*t  r'ejiitute  It,  ot  put  it  into  its  firft  cori- 
ditipft  of  tirifofmed  inatefials,  als  Elijha^ 
(fid  by  rebuilding  it. 

'A^i  "  this  is  the  plan  a!nd  nntethoa 
(fays  Mt  Jhoab)  ^^  that  I  woutd  recomr 
"riiehd  to  oar  Author"  ,  {yiz.  myfelf) 
^'  and  do  humbly  adyife  him  to  ftudy 
"  it,  diid  not  call  it,  in  ttdlici^  i  neW  me- 
?f  tht^tl ;  thoftgh  ^tihtt  it  be  Ht^  or  olc^ 


[  264  } 
"  is  not  the  point,  but  whether  it  be  juft 
*«  and  ufefal."  p.  38. 

I  OUGHT  to  thank  Mr  jiboab  for  his 
advice,   and   thefe    affiftances    kindly-  of- 
fered me.     But  it  is  my  misfortune  not 
to   be   able   to  profit  by  them.      When 
this  New  Method  fhall  appear  to  be  juji 
and  ufefulj   it  will  want  nothing  more  to 
recommend  it :    its  being  New  will  be  no 
longer  an  objedion.     But  till  fuch  time 
as   its   propriety   and   ufefulnefs   fhall  be 
manifefted  by  more  infta'nces,    and  more 
pertinent  ones  than   thofe  he  has   given 
me,    I  hope  there  is  no  great  harm  in 
faying  that  I  think  the  Old  is  better  :  And 
that  I  conceive    from  the  few  examples 
given  of  this  New  Method^  that  .it  opens 
a  door  toendlefs  conjectures   abput  the 
proper,  ruling  idea  of  any  root ;    And  that 
thefe  conjeftures  will,  for  the  moft  part, 
neceffarily  fall  upon  (omt  general  abjiraSi^ 
ed  idea,    as  that  idea  is.  to  extend  to  all 
the   fenfes    of  pari  literal   words  ^    which 
fenfes  are  fometimes  many,   and  fcarcely 
reconcilable  with  each  other. 

The  primary  idea  of  any  word,  which 
is  that  of  the, root,  fhould  be,  one  would 
think,   fomething  Jimpk^    natural,    eafily 

taken 


[^5  I 
taken  and  apprehended  by  all  human 
minds.  Whereas  thofe  which  are  offer- 
ed us  (I  fpeak  from  eixperi^qce,  having 
examined  all  thofe  which  have  been  of- 
fered in  this  controverfy,  and  I  need  go 
no  further  to  juftify  ?ne  in  what  I  fpeak) 
ibofe  that  are  offered  us  as  the^  ruling  or 
leading  fenfes  of  nb»,  n^S,  jJntPJ,  n:i% 
and  KS%  cannot  be  formed  but  by  ab- 
ftr^ijlion,  nor  expreffed  as  they  are  ap- 
plied to  particular  words  without  a  para^ 
phrafe ;  and  muft,  from  the  nature  of  the 
method  prefcribed,  prove,  in  many  cafes, 
nothing  more  than  a  combination  of  ideas, 
coliedted  and  included  in  fome  common 
term  of  language :  Which  term  fhall  be 
^s  multiplex^  and  as  extensive  in  its  iig*^ 
nification,  as  the  various  ufes  of  the 
words  under  the  fanie  root  are  found 
to  be. 

And  if  I  ^m  already  fo  vague  and 
kofe  in  my  mterpretatio^s  of  Hebrew 
•  words  as  I  am  reprefentcd  to  bje,  (Mr  Ife/- 
hwayl  p.  4,  5.  Mr  Aboaby  p.  6,  7.)  in- 
to what  endlefs  mazes  of  doubt  and  un- 
certainty fhall  I  be  thrown,  if  I  fhould 
purfue.  Mr.  Gouffefs  new  Method,  and 
ihou|d  happen  to  do  it  with  no  better 

fuccefs 
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|bcce6  tfaftii  Mr  j^iboah  an4  Mr  M>dif^ 
(who  have  already  tried  il)  have  met  Wilfi| 
|rom  their  labours. 

Neither  do  I  apprehtnd  thkt:  titiidr 
pf  them^  as  yet,  have  penetrated  ihtp  th$ 
recondite  fources  of  the  ideal  m^thdd, 
Mr  Hollowly  fays,  p.  4.  *V  that  cvei^ 
f'  Wdrd,  yea  every  titky  of  the  Divift^ 
V  Books  has  its  fixed  and  determihate  %•* 
f '  nification  and  ufe/*  And  therd  Wa*  a 
work  publiflied  aboojt  forty  year*  ^gOi 
which  alarmed  the  learned  in  Hebfew*^ 
in  which  the  AuthUt  grounds  hii  Ibhfeitife 
of  interpreting  that  language  dii  the 
powers  and  iignffidatibni  of  ihi  iefitri. 
Thi«  was  tf  acteg  ideasf  to  thtit  Of  Jgtealif 
in  the  ftrifteft  &ti9t  i  It  was  ddving  Cveii 
below  the  roots  in  feircR  fof  radical  ftn^ 
fes.  I  ne^tt  cb\x\d  ihett  with  the  h6ok 
itfelf,  but  there  is  a  fliprt  abftradt  of  it 
hk  the  Leipjie  jiSis  fot  tlSfe  yiar  1713-.  It 
was  intitled  Claris  DmH  HeBiri  hy  Cap- 
far  Neuman.  And  ifo  far  afr  1  fc^  )rid|tf 
irom  tibe  pofition^  esfti^iifdted  ftoflS  1%  fhcf 
Authdp  ftruck  into  Afe  New  Road,  n6t 
only  as  earfy  as  Mr  H.  bkt  wiib  ^tiaieir' 
ejffe&.  «r  denotes,  itcordlrtg  to  Mr  NHi^l 
tnan^  aBivity  oAd  mo^n.-    3  eten^ltes^  ^^-^ 


fer  and  J^ce.  Ji  in  the  verbal  fenfe  diH 
notes  fiexion  in  tnotiqn^  and  jq  the  npnui? 
nal  fenfe  fiexitm  of  matter^  and  fo  on^ 
He  reckons  i\\p  moA  Jimpk  r$9ts  to  be  the 
biliteral  (as  Mr  HoUoway  alfo  doth)  and 
pext  the  friliter^l^  and  then  fuch  ^s  have 
itiU  morf  letters*  A^^d  one  uie  of  the 
Jerviles  is  (the  famj^  that  Mr  Moody  af* 
cribes  tp  them)  to  make  fome  alteratioti 
|n,  or  variation  froqi  the  idea  or  iniage 
given  by  the  combined  Radicals*. 
'  What  qunipn  t]hie  wjwrld  <;cwiceifed 
pf  this  work  I  tun  pot  ^\c  tq  %.  Bat 
jiad  ^e  ffhemf  bifsen  approved,  pr  hod 
^t  protnjfed  gny  tlyng  &£^§aJQv^^  we  had 
pro|)ably'' heard  more  about  it,  and  it 
WPwld  bay^  fow^,  j?Te^  in  our  qwh 
ppuntry,  fpme  t^^s^  ^  Mr  Grnffef^ 
li^ethqd  has  dow. 


SECT* 
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S  E  C  T,    XVIII, 


AN  D  now  I  take  leave  of  my  0{h 
ponents,  with  an  Apology  for  any 
6miffions  they  may  think  I  have  made,  in 
not  .replying  expreffly  to  every  thing  that 
every  one  of  them  hath  thought  fit  to  fay 
upon  thefe  fubjcdsl  The  material  Points 
in  each  of  their  Treatifes  have  been 
thoroughly  confidered,  fo  far  as  they 
feemed  to  afFed:  the  Argument,  or  Me-» 
thod  of  Reafoning  in  my  late  Dijjertationu 
But  I  could  not  apprehend  it  neceflary,  to 
make  a  particular  defence  of  every  paf-^ 
fage  or  expreffion  in  them,  which  my . 
Opponents  have  either  miftaken,  or  chofen 
to  difguife,  or  reprefent  otherwife  than  I 
intended.  Two  or  three  there  are  of 
thefe,    upon  which  they  have  borne  fo 

unrea- 
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'unreafbnably  hard,  that  I  could  not  for* 
bear  faying  fomething  on  my*  own  be- 
half. But  much  the  greateft  part  of 
them  I  have  left  to  their  own  fupporti 
being  perfuaded  that  they  ftand,  in  need 
of  no  other  vindication,  than  a  Review  of 
them  with  the  Context  where  they  are 
found,  by  the.  impartial  Reader.  Anc^ 
were  I  to  have  gone  into  a  fpecial  expla-* 
nation  of  them  all,  I  muft  have  wrote, 
at  leaft,  as  niuch  to  fet  my  meaning  right, 
as  Mr  Bate  and  Mr  Moody  'have  done  to 
fct  it  Y^rong.:  which  would  have  been 
infinitely  tedious,  to  the  Readey^  who  is 
concerned  with  the  argument,  alone,  an^ 
not  with  our  pcr&nal  altercations. 

I  HAVE  lUcewife  avoided,  as  much  aa 
I  could,  replying  to  what  Mr  Kalmar  hadl 
before  fpoke  to,  though  in  a  few  in- 
ftances  I  haye  expreffed  his  Arguments 
more  fully  and  clearly,  and  have  added 
fomething  to  ftrengthen  them. 

I  HAVE  indeed  intirely  paffed  over  a 
great  part  of  the  Cbrijiian  Plauy  as  not  at 
all  aflfeifting  my  Differtations.  .  For  how- 
ever the  learned  Author  qiight  have  them 
principally  in  his  view,  yet  excepting  in 
tht  pafTages  above  quoted  (and    I  hope 

fully 


fe%  iantimtA}  he  keeps  at'  fe  grtidt  I 
cBftartce  frofll  /;fe  pttrtici^af-  Atptment^  iii 
H*ieh  I  tvas  erigagiid,  and  pri  tvrhidi  i 
laid  the  ihain  ftrefe,  tftat  I  cannot  fup^roft 
ttyftlf  ta  Be  Ander  aiiy  obl^;atron  to  makd 
t  flirthcf  rtply  ta  hftri  Aaii  ^idittt  1  fia^d 
vliready  giVcrt.  If  life  copfouts  remifks 
upon  BhBiiUy  hk  profeffcd  fubjefti.  ind 
Iris  occafional  oblfemtions:  on  Berrfb^  Wert 
reaHy  defigned-  tfc>  corrc6t  mffxvAtSy  and 
pcmieds  eMefly  for.  rtiy  ttiftratffion,  f  ac^ 
ceprdienf  ^ms  /^  jiutior  st6  an  mtfended 
fevour.  And*  thouglr  I  atn  riot  fo  Tfappf 
as  to  reap  any  advaiits^  froirr  thtsni  ttty-t 
fttf,  yer  pcrftaps  hijs  otHe^  Refers  Way  j 
who/e  faiisfadtiotf  m  idMrtrUtlfr,  Wherevef 
k  appeare  tot  lie,  is-  asr  much  my  deftrcj 
as  it  is  die  defire  of  diis  wortfiy  Gentfea 
man. 

T  li  B  Reader  will  make~  his  owft  don^  > 
cl'uflOhs"  from  what  has  beeri  Joid  oh'  al! 
fides.  And  he  Will'  prOfeiably  judge  diat  tBi 
toifiofds  among^^Mr  B.'s  Advocated"  in^/wp 
point! t  and  the  apparent  «?<?»/  rtf  Wirmoi^ 
with  each  other  in  mofi-  poifitii  yield  but 
fld  unfavourable  afped  to  the  Gaufe  the/ 
have  undertElk«n»  ' 


It 


$T  is  ncs^  a  little  renj^k^bte  mi%  vrhste^ 
In  ^^)(  pf  th^jpi  diiF^grs  froai  4116,  hife  dif^ 
fei;s  fi-o^  one  or  ot^t  of  hisi  Brelhroa 
eag^ged  on  t^e  fafpe  i£i^  ol*  the  Qubeftion^ 
ij^  Qot  al^o  froi^  Mr  K  hvMfy  tbe  &? 
tjiu^  ojf  t}>e  GOfiydrvifftH)!!^  th^y.  profe6  to 
efpoufe :  To  whofi^  i^imigh  tliey  pay  das 
^o9iag$  occ^£K>|ially,  by  appkjdkig  bit 
^11  ^^  jujlgni^eati.  y^  th^  Ycooratioii 
for  h^m  fcieins  nol  t^  ht  acoompanied.  wkik 
a  iuitabl?  regard  in  ^i^dhering  to  his  con* 
cluficHis.  For  th^y  cast  take  the  liberty  of 
^  W^vipg  whi^t  h&  infi&ed  upon  m  certami 
i£:  it  will  i^rye  tboaci  better  in  upholding 
^  cont^  with  rm*  And  if  they  favouir 
txj^,  a$,  they  fpiostimesr  do,  with  a  con^^ 
c^eiiipp^  it  i^  generally  fpoaking,  at  hia 
cxpcnoe.  ■  Th^.  foe  inftgnce^  by  al- 
k>M^ipg  thjit  the  Scripture  rhv^  doth  on 
of^  occ^n  bear  tlie  fenfe  of  adjuring^ 
they^  diikyow  hk  abfolnte  claims  of  thsA 
word.  in.  the  f(;nfe  ^  fwearing^  and; very 
m^h  weaken  the  beifc  proofs  h^  had  f# 
Ijil  Etynw^logy  of  CynStt.  So  likf wife  by 
pQrn»|f(ing  nt'lit  to  ftand  at  any  timefot* 
Gaom^ni\  (whick  they  do  ia  civil  trea*** 
meAfr  of  my  arguments)  they  depart^ 
from  what  he  laid  down  as  a  Law^  viz. 

that 


Aat  "  Berith  is  not  ^a:  Covenants  An4 
further  by  hiving  recourfe  to  radical  ideat 
OiA  primary  fenfes^  under  pretence  of  re- 
conciling us  by  that  means  to  his  ton- 
ftrudtions,  fome  of  them  have  made  fecon- 
dary-fenfes  of  what  he  gave  as  the  pri- 
mary} and  by  dilagreeing  among  them-' 
felves  about  the  primary,  have  placed  both 
the  primary  and  fecondary,  both  their  own 
and  his  fenfes  of  the  words  in  a  ftill  far- 
ther remove  from  certainty  or  fatisfa€tion : 
And  have  at  length  by  their  difcordant 
explanations  and  exemplifications  of  his 
rules,  brought  into  queftion  among  them- 
felves  what  he  ne^er  fcemed  to  make  any 
doubt  .of.  So  that  although  he  hoped  (as 
he  faid,  Introd.  to  Mof.  fine  Princ.  p,  20.) 
"  he  ftiould  fo  fix  ideas  to  fome  words, 
"  that  no  other  words  would  be  able  to 
^*  feparate  them,"  yet  he  would  have 
found  himif  If,  had  he  lived  to  this  time, 
difappoihted  of  his  hopes,  even  from  a 
garter  from  whence,  he  might  the  leaft 
have  expefted.  fuch  a  difappointment.  In 
a  word,  they  feem.  in  good  meafure  to 
have  dropped  him  and  his  opinions,  that 
they  might   the  more  effedually  oppofe 

me. 
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mc,  and  open  an  eafier  way  into  their  own 
dijffcrent  fchemes  of  interpretation. 

I N  the  mean  time  my  Dijfertations  that 
have  been  fo  much  complained  of,  remain 
juft  as  concluflve  againft  Mr  H.\  and  Mr 
C/s  pofitions,  to  which  alone  they  had 
rcfpcdl,  as  they  were  before  thefe  Gentle- 
men interpofed  to  put  a  new  face  upon 
the  caufe.  And  *a8  what  they  have  now 
projedted  in  defence  of  it  feems  to  have 
taken  its  rife,  and  owe  its  birth,  intirely' 
to  the  clofe  difcuffion  of  Mr  H/s  con- 
ftrudions  in  my  Difcourfes,  and  had  not 
probably  been  otherwife  heard  of^  fo 
it  hath  fully  effedted  all  that  I  aimed  at,  in 
what  I  drew  up  upon  thofe  two  words 
Elobim  and  Berith ;  and  hath  at  laft  made 
good  my  Charge^  in  the  full  extent  ofit^  viz. 
that  Mr  iJ.'s  Interpretation  and  Etymology 
of  thofe  two  words,  however  reprefented 
as  indifputabky  ftand  at  befl:  on  a  very  pre- 
carious foundation. 

A  N  D  as  my  Opponents  have  alfo  taught 
us  experimentally,  by  the  extreamly  lax 
fenfes  they  give  to  Hebrew  words  in  gene- 
ral, (under  the  notion  of  one  idea  in  all  the 
branches  from  each  root)  that  no  additio- 
nal certainty  of  interpretation  can  be  pro- 

Part  III.  T  cured 
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cured  by  their  method ;  — fo  1  am  apt  to 
think,  that  my  Reader,  though  perhaps  he 
may  not  fully  agree  with  me  in  every  thing' 
I  have  offeroi,  will  yet  ftt  a  general  reafm 
upon  the  wbokj  to  acquiefce  in  the  ancient 
manner  of  inveftigating  roots  and  tranila-* 
ting  them  j  and  will  not  be  tempted  to  lay 
the  ftrefs  of  the  moft  important  dodrines, : 
as  thefe  Gentlemen  do,  on  fuch  novel  and 
doubtful  criticifhis. 


The    End. 
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PREFACE. 


TH  £  firft  of  thefe  Difcoiides  was 
driwn  up  in  the  ytu  1753,  (foon 
after  Mr  Holhway  had  publiibcd  his  Lef^ 
ttr  and  Spirit^  &c.)  and  was  originally 
intended  to  have  been  part  of  my  Re^ 
'^ew  and  Defence  of  the  Dijfertatioi^  m 
Elohim  and  Berith^  in  reply  to  a  re-> 
peated  aflertkm  of  my  opponents,  t£utt 
Hx  Biblical  Hebrew  was  the  language  of 
Adam  in  Paradife.  But  as  the  Review^ 
&c.  had  already  fwelled  to  a  buUc  be- 
yond my  exped^on,  and  as  this  point 
Was  not  fo  clofely  connedted  with  the 
arguments  I  had  then  in  hand,  but  that 
it  might  be  poft-poiied,  or  even  wholly 
fupprefled  without  pr^udice  to  them» 
A  z  I  thought 
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i  thought  the  dropping  it  at  that  time 
was  excufable,  and  that  what  I  had  pre-> 
pared  might  on  fomc  future  occafion  go 
abroad  by  itfelf,  «6  s  Supplement  to  the  Re^ 
view,  &c.  if  I  fhould  find  rcafons  here-' 
after  to  induce  me  to  publi(h  it. 

"^  o  K  Vas  k  lorf^  before  an  dccafion 

^vte  offered,  ^f  the  pubKcation  t)f  Mr 

JHblhways  treatife,  intitled  He  Primavity 

and  Pre-eminence  of  tbk  Sacred  Hebrew-^ 

in  which  he  has  taken  much  pains,  by 

a  ^ari^y    oT  ai^timents,    iio  pt6vt   tile 

itruth  and  oaHaioty  of  the  £mie  point, 

4lfaat  hiy  opf^onents  hid  before  prafled  n^ 

-with,  viz.  ^at  the  Biblical  ^jjkbrew  wis 

•tbt  Primavtzl  Lan^ge.     And  whiereds 

•*e  teHs  us  in  bis  Prefaccy  ihkt  this  pieoe 

.*^  Had  lain  feverud  years  iiy  ^him,   and  jb^ 

:f^  perJsapSy  wmdd'hm)e  continued  to  da^  bad 

'^^'  mr  Z>r  Shuckford's  Supplemental  ©if- 

t  ♦*  courfe  on  the^Grcation  ami  Fall  of  Man, 

-^f^jgimen  him  a  frejb  occajwn  to  make  it 

r*^^A&Vj"   fo  I  beg  leave  to«>ake  ufeof 

:^t3ie  £ime  kiiid  t£   ^^^ology,    if  any  be 

:  netedful,    for  printing  ncm^  •  and  not  be^ 

^  fatty  the  firft  of  the  Ibllowirig  Difcour- 

^des^  "which  might  in  like  mmmer  have  lain 

:<         .   ^  dornaant 
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dof'iAane  by  me  fome  years,  or  pcthnpt 
faad^iever  been  brought  to  light,  had  not 
Mr  HoIkway\$  performance  on  the  fainir 
fybjc&i  imked  k  forth,  and  gwen  tm 
{omp  reafon  to  hope,  that  it  might  proir^ 
fid  lefs  ufeful  and  acceptable  to  th^  F^ 
l]c>  than  it  would  appear  &afonable. 

'    Tme  &€ood  Difcourfe  vviiieh  accooir 

panics  it,  and  to  which,  from  libc  affiiw^ 

there  is  between  the  fubjefts,    it  ferves 

lor  a^  proper  introduftion,  is  in  ju^ca- 

tion  of  Dr  Edi»erd, Chandler^  latf  Whop 

v£  Durham  i  or,  in  defence  of  the  p#ft 

,his  Lordfhip  bore  in  a  private  cofrefpf^ 

dence,  fome  ye^rs  fince,  with  Mr  Wollh 

way :   Who  in  his  aforefaid  trealife  00  the 

Primievity,   ike.    hath  thought  itt   frs-* 

quent^y  to  refer  to  his  Lordihip's  letted, 

iC3cpreifions,  and  fentiments  on  that  qut- 

.  fiion,  but  does  no  where  fo  fully  dte  at)d 

explain  them,  as  his  Lordihip's  frk;n<i^y 

and  all  who  knew  his  great  fagacity  a$ 

well  as  erudition, '  could  wifh  had  been 

.done.    For  in  the  imperfe<a  and  mutila- 

ted  ftate  in  which  they  lie  in  Mr  Holk^ 

*'wafs  account  of  them,  they  fean  rathfr 

to  be  placed  as  foils  to*  fet  off  his  own  ar- 

...  ^ ..  guments. 


gtmients,  than  ktlowed  to  ^pptat  eithef 
trith  any  advantage  to  themfelves,  or  with 
any  credit  to  his  Lordfhip.  By  which 
means  both  the  corrcfpondence,  and  di« 
ifli)e  of  it  are  put  into  fuch  a  light,  as 
the  leafned  author  would  not  probably 
have  chofen  to  reprefent  them  in,  had 
his  Lordihip  been  yet  alive  to  fpcak  for 
himfelf,  and  to  tell  the  whole  of  the  cafe 
on  both  fides« 

The  pirticuki-  inducements  I  vr^ 
under  to  fot  this  correfptindence,  and 
chiefly  his  Lordfhip's  (hare  in  it,  in 
ibme  more  proper  and  fatisfadory  light, 
will  be  feen  in  the  Difcourfe  itfelf ; 
where  the  reader  will  find,  from  cct*- 
tain  circiiniftances  there  mentioned,  thit 
this  undertaking  in  vindication  of  his 
Lordfhip,  did  fo  peculiarly  belong  to  me, 
that  I  could  not,  all  things  confidered, 
have  juftly  or  decently  declined  it* 

'  The  third  and  laft  Difcourfe  con- 
cerning the  ancient  Hebrew  charader, 
is  in  reply  to  two  AddrefTes,  if  I  may 
fo  call  them,  made  by  Mr  HoUtmay  to 
myfelf,  on  that  perplexed  fubjedt.  it  is 
J  a  point 
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a  poiot  in  which  I  had  no  v^zp  ctait- 

corned  myfelf  at  any  timei    and  which. 

had  no   inunediate  relation  to  sitfaier  of 

the  fubjeds   of  noy  DifIertations«  .  But 

Mr  JEblhway  was  pkafed  to  iatrpduce  it 

himfelf  into  hi?  fontrovcrfy    with    xog^ 

firftj  in  his  Remarks  m  Dr  Sharpfi  pieces^ 

p.  25.    under    pretence   of  it's  being   a 

piatter   of  confequence^    which    was  tniicb 

wanted  by  the  learned  world  y  and  next 

in  a  note,   at  the  end  of  his  Primavity^ 

&c.  where  he  fupppfes  he  hath  difcover-? 

ed  at  length  the  very  thing  that  occq/hnT 

ed  the  whole  mijlake  that  bath  ^one  abroad 

concerning    this    matter ;    and   "  JVbick 

(fays  he,   /.  95.)   "   I  purpofed  to  have 

"  given  in  another  edition  of  my  piece  a^ 

^'gainJiVr  ^hzrpr 

Now,  though  I  do  not  conceive  my- 
felf under  any  obligation  to  examine  what 
he  has  advanced  on  this  fubjedj,  either 
in  his  faid  Remarks^  or  in  his  faid  Note ; 
yet  as  his  arguments  feem  more  pardcur 
larly  propounded  to  my  confideratipn,  an4 
arp  rgcommendcd  as  being  of  extraordi-r 
nary  importance  in  this  intricate  queftion^ 
I  have  nude  a  pretty  ftrift  enquiry  into 
|bpir  fore?  and  pfFeft,  in  this  Difcourfej 

y^hicb 


I  VUI  J 

vvMcfa  I  have  here  annexed  to  tbe  tvor 
cNlher  treadfes  abovanentioiied :  'And  i 
jSftfame  not  improperly,  fince  the  que* 
Aion  concen^g  the  ai^quity  of  the  He 
^Hcw  Alphabet  is  ordinarily  found  fiiblit- 
^Bient  to,  or  appendant  on,  that  other  con- 
oimatqg  i^Primapvity  of  thelangingew 


AN 


to 
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£X  AMINAtlbK' 

OF 

Certain  Argurtients  that  have  been  lately 
prged  in  proof  of  the  Primaevity  of  thd^ 
Heb'tew  Tongue. 

A  PECULIAR  firefs  is  laid  by 
Mr  Bate,  Mr  H<fIlowayy  Mr  Moody i 
knd  the  Author  of  the  Chrijiian 
Plan^  C^c.  *.  upon  the  ^rimavity  of  the 
Hebrew  Language  j  that  is,  for  fo  fome  of 
thfeia  explain  it,  on  the  biblical  Hebrew 
being  the  language  of  Adam  in  Paridife ; 
and  from  thence  forward  the  language  df 
the  World,  to  the  time  of  the  Difpcrfion 

**  Mr  Sdtes  Scripture  meining  of  Aleimi  p.  88* 
Mr  Moedf^  Evidence  for  Chriftianit^y  &c.  p.  91* 
Mr  HolltTMofz  Ikemarks  on  Dr  Sharps  pieces,  p.  l^ 
Preface  to  the  CliriiUan  Plan^  410.  p.  7. 

B  it 
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at  BaMj  and  from  the  Difperfion,  either 
the  language  of  mankind  to  the  time  of 
M^  dS6  firft  writer,  or '  at  Teaff  (for  to 
that  Mr  Holloway  confines  his  Aflertion) 
the  language  of  the  Patriarchal  line,  down 
to  the  Age  in  which  the  Scriptures  were 
i/prittcn. 


DISCOURSE 


is] 


DISCOURSE    I 


8  E  C  T.    1. 

MxUmifiation  df  Mr  Moody'i  Argument  fo^ 
ihePrimie*vity  of  the  Itebtewi  drawn  from 

■  Mr  Hutchinfon's  New  Account  of  tHe 
Confufiori  of  Tongues, 


MR  Mood^  fiiiti  t^e  cafe  Veiy  tne% 
and  redutes  th^  Enqiiiiy  ^to  thii 
fubjedt  to'  i  ihortiffuei 

Hfi  "  begs  thftfeideW  attention  to  twd 
*^  pOiAts  only." 

ift.  That  "  the  Language  fpoken  be- 
**  fore  the  Affair  at  Babel,  was  th^  lahgtiag^ 
**oi  Adam,  fo  of  Paridife." .  And, 

adly*  That  «  Mr  tiutcUnjon  Hai 
"proved  that  no  confufiori  of  tsuiguages 
"happened  ztBubeU  but  the  faint  Lan* 
**  g'uage  whicht  \yaS  fpoke  before,  cbhti- 
*'*  riu^^to  bfe'  fp6ken  by  all  men  do\^n'  to,  . 
B  a  «*  and  ^ 
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"  and  at  the  time  oiMofes  writing  the  Pen^ 
"  tateuch,  and  long  after. 

"Therefore  (fays  he)  the  Biblical 
"  Hebrew  is  the  language  of  Paradifc." 
p.  92. 

He  appeals  likewife  to  the  reader, 
«  Whether  the  Doftor,  in  fair  Contro- 
"  verfy,  fhould  hot  have  confuted  Mr 
"  Hutcbinfons  Account  before  he  offered 
f/  his  Arabic  in  Evidence/'  ibid. 

One  would  imagine  from  this  appeal, 
^bat  I  had  been  contending  for  the  Primas- 
vity  of  the  Arabic,  or  had.  offered  it  in 
evidence  againft  the  Primaevity  of  the  He- 
brew ;  whereas,  Mr  Moody  may  recolledl, 
that  I  was  .upon  another- Argument  whea 
1  referred  to  the  Arabic  j  of  which  Un- 
guage,  I  only  fuppofed, .  vv^ith  fome  of  the 
greateft  xntn  jIn  the  Oriental  Leai;ning, 
that  it  might  qontain  certain  Roots  of  He* 
bjTQw:.  Original,  which  Roots  are  not  now 
found  in  the  Hebrew  Scriptures. 

Besides,  if  Mr  Hutchinfon  himfeff  ^Si 
ppti  cpnfiite,  but  did  ojjly  in  general  terms 
except  againjft  the  commonly  received  opi-^ 
nion  of  the  Affair  of  Babel^  before  he  of-* 
fered  his  own  Solution  of  it  und^r  thft 
title  of  A.  New  Account  of  the  Cotifufiofk 


of /Tongues 'y    under  what  obligation  did  L 
lie  to  confute  Ijiis  Account,,  before  I  might 
be  perrnitte.d  to  fpeak  any  thing  that  did 
no.t  feem  to  agree  with  it  ?       , 
*  I  F   it  be  ,faid,    fhat  He  confuted  the " 
common    expoiition,    if  ij^ot  before,  '  yet 
when 'he  offered  his  ov^n*  Solution,   and 
that  therefore  I  ought  to  difprove  his  Ac- 
count before  r'can.  juftly  proceed  further 

in  the  prefent.Slji^<3:> rin  order  to  give 

Mr  Moody  thj^  iktisfaftion*  .he  claims,  I 
ihall  remit  iliria'<it;o  One  wjio  may  give  it 
him  comple^tij^;'  land  frorn  whom'  he  may 
take  it  bettef  than  from  me;  viz.  Mf 
Hollowayy  Who  in  his  late  Treatife  in-, 
tituled,  Letfef*  and  Spirit^  &c..  Vol.  I.  p.^ 
1 20.  difproveS,  and  overturns  all  that  Mr 
Hutchinfon  had  built  on  his  too  hafty  Re- 
mark on  the  noun  nSC^.  For  apcprding 
tQ  the  New  Account,  (fee  p.  17.)  that 
word  is  •*  never  once  ufed,  when  ufed  for 
**  voice,    in  any  other  fenfe  than  for  Con- 

"  feffion.^T And  this  Mr  Holloway.  haS 

fhewn  to  be  a  njiftake :  and  Mr  Mopdj^ 
muft  now,  by  his  own  rule  of  fair ,  coif" 
troverjy^  confute  Mr  Holloway  before ,  he 
pan  again  affert  what  he  has  unwarily*  af- 
firmed at  p.  91.  viz.  that  "  Mx  ihitcBinfoh 
:    "  B  3  /         "  has 
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^'  has  prpvfjd  f^oj^  Scr^pturp,  that  the  |f- 
^^  fair  at  Babel  iv?s  not  ^  0nfu/Sori  of 
"  tongues^  but  ^  Confejpons*^ 

Mr  Holloway  Ukpwife  contpiids,  (Lettft^ 
and  Sfdrit^  Vol.  I.  p.  120.)  for  the  Piyi- 
fion  of  the  pne  language  of  the  E^rth  uxt 
to  a. variety  of  pijifecfts,  and  for  tlje  DiA 
periion  of  the  Nation^  by  means  of  the 
faid  Divifion  of  Tongues  j  contrary  jq 
Mr  Sutchinfofi^  pofition,  abetted  fey  Mr 
Moodyj  p.  92.  vijs.  rr-: —  *^  That  the  He-; 
**  brew  was  the  common  J^guage  fpr 
^*  many  ages  after,  until  men,  by  imita-r 
f*  ting  writing  by  letters,  revealed  tp  Mo-i 
f^fes  in  the  Mount,  fornied  by  fJegree^i 
**  by.  falfp  Spellings,  and  fucb  jikp  pii? 
^*  flakes,  different  langiiages/- 

Mr  Moody,  indeed,  tells  us  a  few  lin^es 
below,  that  ^*  Mr  Hutchififpn-s  Account 
**  muft  be  allowed  as  faft,  till  the  con- 
"  trary  is  proved  to  fatisfaaion/'-r^Thi^ 
demand  is  too  large,  yet  IVIr  Holloway  hatl^ 
iatisfied  it :  And  it  now  remajns  that  Mr 
Holloway  s  Account,  which  is  indeed,  ii^ 
rcfpeft  of  this  particular,  concerping  ^ 
ponfufion  of  Language,  the  Old  Account, 
and  ^*  according  to  the  Tradition  that  hatl\ 
l^  me  QHt  into  all  tl^e  Eqrth^"  L(^t  l^ettjf 
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and  Sj^irit,  p.  trp.)  muft  be  allowed  ds 
fti<a,  till  Mr  HutAfinfon's  i^ew  AccouM 
can  be  made  but  to  fetisfk^ioft  j  which  I 
,  neter  expe<6t  to  fee,  for  othfcr  fealuiis  bte- 
fides  the  cftpltftl  hiiitake  about  rifir,  oa 
which  his  hypothefis  is  hmlt. 

And  what  Mr  Hoibway  hath  ikid  upoH: 
fhis  article,  is  ftill  the  more  to  be  attend- 
ed to,  becaufe  be  hefeiri  oppofes,  is  he 
tells  us  himfclf,  a  perjm  to  whfe  Wfitingi 
ji)e  paid  n$  finatt  regntd^  (ibid.  p.  115.) 
And  ici2s  himfeif  agai|)d:  am  Atgmverit^  ih 
^Uch  he  hoi  fir  Jhme  years  Oepaejcedy  {pi 
J 19.)  Eut  which  Wverthelefi,  o«  y»/^* 
fiber  fiarcby  and  tf^  weigjbmg  tbi  iTurttet 
mote  carefully  y  be  found  to  be  moiihoutfwi^ 
(dation,  (p,  115,  and  119.) 

This  k  ingcnuoufly  faid;  and  his  fol- 
lowing the  Truth,  though  it  obliged  hin]^ 
to  defert  a  Wrjtef  h*  fo  much  efteemed", 
merits  dui?  Praife,  An  earneft,.  I  pre- 
sume, of  more  fuch  cotnmendafele  exam- 
ples from  others,  who,  though  prejudi- 
ces may  prevail  ov?r  them  at  prefent,  yet 
on  further  fearch,  and  more  careful 
weiring  the  matter,  may  come  to  think 
diifer^ntly  from  what  they  do  in  this,  as 
well  as  in  other  points  o^the  N^w  Hypd- 
3  4  thefis. 
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thefis.  Mr  Hitchtnj^n,  ifid^qd^  intended 
(as  he  faid  towards  the  beginning  of.hi§ 
New  Account^   &c.    p.  9.)  *f  to  fettle  fba 

V  chief  paints,  in  Religion,  fo  tf^at  it  jh^tM 

V  not  be  in  the  power  ^  man  to  4ifturb 
"  tbemy  Yet  he  cpijld  not,  we  fee,  fc- 
c;ure.t6  himfelf  the  fulfilling  of  his  ex- 
pectations, even  from  thoie  pn  whom  he 
had  the  moft  reafon  to  depepd,  that  th?y 
would  never  difappoint  hipi. 

But  to  return  to  the  fubjed  in  hand. 
^s  what  Mr  Holhway  has  faid,  hath  fet 
afidc  ftlr  ffiftcbinfon*9  New  jiccountj  &c. 
in  this  particular,  regarding  Sbapbab;  (q 
what  Mr  Hutcbinfon  H^tl)  faid  in  his  Netp 
^county  cppcerning  the  PJe]>rew  not  be- 
ing folcly  preferred  by,  or  conijncd  to  th^ 

line  o£^  Sbem.  from  the  time  of  the  affair 

•  ..•>',►  ..     -  ,      *.     . 

Jit  Babeh  to  the  t^nie  of  Mofe{ ;  but  of  it!f 
b^ing  the  langqage  of  the  idol^itrous  na- 
tions *,  defcended  from  Canaan^  dptli  c- 
qually  fet  afide  Mr  HoIIoways  fuppofition, 
fhat  the  confufion  of  Tongues  was  only 

^  among 

*  **  It  uppears  by  the  n^es  of  p}aces,  and  perfon^ 
"  and  many  other  ways,  wherever  J&raJbam,  Ifaac^  br 
f<  JmeA  came,  Hebrew  i.ad  been  there  firfl,  and  was  dieif 
!5  then  prefent  language/'    AJrw^fw^vp*  f9'  "^ 


9fpMfng  tfeg  pofterity  of  Ham  *,  aij4  that 
^tjhie  IJebrew  tpngue,  as  well  as  the  jrw 
Religion,  was  Ipft  to  the  h^eathen  world, 
though  it  vfz^  prefery^d  in  the  facrcd 
Line  +• 

That  ^P  Prpgepy  pf  H<!?/9,  withia 
jthe  borders  of  Canaan,  talked  Hebrew 
long  befor?  -4^r/^i&^^  retnoved  injp  that 
country,  i^  proved  by  th?  fame  kin4  of 
proof  that  is  cpndmqnly  xnade  ujfe  of  to 
ihew  fbat  Hehrew  wa§  jhe  language  pi 
the  World  be/ore  the  Flood,  ^nd  down  to. 
the  tipie  of  the  Copfufiop. 
;"  '    '    ■   "'   '  The 

♦  "  flam,  and  Ws  curfed  progeny  C«^,  Mi/ram^  Co* 
**  uaan,  $cc,  |»ad  infefted  their  minds  with  the  old  Cai/uHc 
'*  imagination,  and  there  was  no  reclaiming  them  from  it 
**  but  by  God's'  dividing  their  language  into  a  nfinltiple 
**  gibberifl^,  of  as  :^any  dial^dls'  as  there  were  families.'* 
letter  afid  Spirit,  jp.  11^. 

"  The  tarth,  Ge».  xl,  i.  is  taken  for  the  Apoftate 
*f  World,  wMn  they  began  kg^iri  to  fall  off  under  their 
'**  Arch-Tutor  jfiT^amr,  which  (bcfides  one  original  Tongue 
**  or  Speech)  had  al|  one  fiile,  or  manner  of  tsdk,  accord* 
**  ing  to' the  Religion  or  Philofopliy  of  Cain  then  revive^}. 
^  Yet  would  not  God' for*  this  deftroy  thtf  World  again, 
**  but  would  coxifofKid  tlj^ir  language,  aiid  with  t)iat  their 
**  talk»  or  ReligiQii*  and  Philofophy.^'  iiid,*  p.  109. 

f  "  St  tyriJ  jt&c.'TeAe&%  very  properly,  that  the  true 
"  Reli^on  and  the  Hebrew  Tongue  were  thus  loft  toge- 
«<  ther  to  the  Children  of  Men ;  that  is,  to.  the  Heatheyi 
;*  World,  till  the  Gift  of  Languages,  given  on  Mount 
*^«  Sidft^  healed  the  Corifuiion  gone  out  from  Baie/y. 
Ibid.  p.  119. 


•    [    10  ] 

The  names  ef  men  and  pUtces  («b  Mr- 
]^cbinfon  obferved),  the  names  ^  all 
the  nations,  or  fcparate  communities,  liv- 
^ig  in  the  land  of  Canaan  are  Hebrew. 
And  not  only  the  names  of  cities  and  ^ 
tlie  Kings  and  Governors  th^eof,  bat  the 
names  of  their  mountains,  plains,  rivers, 
trees,  fields,  &c.  arc  Hdbrew  alfo.  And 
Aere  are  more  Teftimoniesi  erf  proper 
Names  of  Hebrew  Original,  in  the  Scripr 
jure  Hiftory.of  the  fojournment  of  jBror 
]Mm  in  that  country,  than  are  to  be  foun^ 
in  the  Hiftory  dF  the  foregoing  Ages, 
from  the  beginning  of  the  World.  And 
there  frnns  no  way  to  be  taken  to  fet 
#)efe  Teftimotjies  ffidc,  but  what  wil^* 
prove  equally  effedlual  for  fctting  aiide. 
the  Teftimonies  of  th$  fame  kind,  which 
are  urged  in  proof  of  Hebrew  being 
the  laijguagie  Uom  the  jbegioning  of  ^m 
World.  ' 

Mr  Hutcbinjhn  appears  to  h^ve  clearly 
feen  the  cohfequeaces  of  this  Tjuth,  if 
the  common  Account  of  the  Confufion  of 
language  dX  Babd  is  allov^  to  ftand: 
Far,  op  th^t  fuppofition,  the  Catukmite§ 
pkhei*  had  their  Hebrew  as  one  of  the{ 
Pialf  (Sts  intp  whiph  tjj?  Qnp  Languagp  o^ 

.  the 


En] 

cqq^^  with  *e  ]^mmty  IS#  tH^  Hec 

pceCervii^g  ^h^  Prig|n?|  ^aijgcv^  ffegW  aftd 

^d#(J  frpf^i  .Sk'fh  ???«itf,  jjt  BJ«y  be, 
Ift  0W  I^SHly  jp  hie  •J.w^s*  To  whidi" 
e?;^?pr*nwy>p4vj!figf  tfeg  fifminitefi  isxmj 
t*  <rf  §1>  P^  jjg^plp  ,<<?  j,|jf|.  hwft  jdw 

M;  intitlgd,  m  ^  Vcr?  ^  pefipls,  <f 
ftrwaioii,  

conffqmn^?  fey  J#r|ing,  |1\^  jjie  Ofif 
retained  to  t^^  4gg  .,o£  ^fif,    J^  ^ 

frou^  p,.3.7,  t9  p.  32.)  to  flipw  tJ^t  Jfcr 
brew  w?s  the  l^g^agc  pf  ^jj^f,  ;j^^ 
potamia,  Mtbiopia,  &c.  fis  well  ^  pf  q^, 
/Z^r    In  vej)i(jh,  |iiow  he  l^tth  fqpcfied- 

Xe^er?  j  ol^v^g  paly  tliu?  pi«c|j,  tJ^g^ 
Ihf  prof^^  pf  7t'j^  hf^ig  t^.  language  c^ 
W  cowtty,  faye  Cm<my  fall  very  ^lort 

of 


[la] 

,6f  Canaam  He  hath  alfo  taken  no  Ie($ 
pains  to  ihtvr  in  fevcral  pages  -following 
By  what  ways  or  means  a  variety  of 
languages  nught  have  been  occafioned  in 
the  World,  after  writing  was  revealed  to 
Mo/fSy  and  was  pradlifed  by  him  and  the 
^aeiites.  And/  perhaps^  I  do  not  con- 
jodure  much  amifs,  in  fuppofing  that  Mr 
Hatcbinfons  principal  inducement  to  lodk 
out  for  fome  other  folution  of  the  Tran- 
£uSkion  at  Babel  was,  that  he  might  ftand 
okar  pf  the  difficulties  that  arife  to  an 
Alerter  of  the  JPrimaevity,  and  fecred^re- 
rogatives  of  the  Hebrew,  from  admitting 
the  Divifion  of  Tongues^  along  with  the 
^i^rfion  of  the  Families,  ^  and  at  the  fame 
lithe  allowing  (what  yet  cannot  well  be 
denied)  that  die  Cdnaarntes^  after  the 
©ifperiSon,  were  in  pofleffion  of  the  He- 
i>reW  fongue,  and  were  the  only  nation 
that  could  boaft  the  Original  Language  as 
their  own. 

•  Mr  liollmioayy  indeed,  has  fliewn  that 
Mr  JH»rci5/^'s  Solution  (by  which  theft 
difficulties  are  avoided),  fo  ^  as  it  con- 
cerns not?  in  the  fenfe  of  Confejfion  iiiftead 
of  Speech^  and  fo  far  as  it  excludes  ^the 
Con&ifion  and  divifion  of  the  One  origi- 
'■ "  ^  '  '    "   '  '  '     ^  na) 


nal  language  at; JBo^e^/,  is  by  no  means  fa^ 
tisfadlory.  But  hath  he  not  left  himfelf 
tinder  a  like  difficulty  (with  rcfpeft  to  the 
Hebrew  Originals),  with  that  which  Mt 
Hutchinfon  avoided  by  his  New  Solution? 
viz.  How  to  account  for  Hebrew  being 
the  language  of  Canaatiy  from  the  very 
earlieft  intdligencies  we  have  of  that 
Country  ?  and  fhould  he  not  in  fair  cm^ 
troverfy  (as  Mr  Moody  fays)  have  remov- 
ed this  obftacle,  before  he  concluded  that 
Jlebrew  was  appropriated  to  the  line  of 
the  Faithful,  aiid  vvis  loft  to  all  thofe  who 
had  loft  the  true  Religion? 

And  yet  the  Reader  who  finds  he  hatll 
done  any  thing  in  this  whole  Treatife,  in- 
tituled, Letter  and  Spirit^  &c.  to  clear  up^ 
this  Objedion,  has  had  better  luck  in  his 
inarch  than  I  have  had  in  mine.  It  is 
true.  He  hath  given  us  a  Spiritual  Inter- 
pretation of  feveral  of  the  Old  propter 
Nances  of  Hebrew  Original,  impofed  by 
thcCanaanites ;,  And  he  hath  found  a  way- 
of  referring^  them,  in  fome  mannier  d«^ 
other,  to  the  Chriftian  Difpcnfation*  Uni 
under  this  light,  I  apprehend,  they  haver- 
litde  claim,  to  be  confidercd,  as  diey  were^- 
given  Jo  perfon$,  and  places,  by  Idolaters, 
•     ^  and 


ttftd  Entoiks'  6f  thd  trtic?  ftgfigtbtt  dhd 

thaC  th^  names  hy  which  plates  itt  Ce^ 
IMMT  wera  ciAIed  dt  th«  time  of  jiirdba?nh 
ippregfifmticm  thidief,  Are  hbt  given  hf 
Mbfesm  thicy  w«fe  then  eilled  by  thd  Gj- 
jMM^f^i  thenlielvi9S,  but  as  thfey  wereaf- 
twwafcls  nsrfcitd  by,  awd  known  to  the  j 

P<^eHty  ofAkraBam  \  and  that  tht  nafntd  , 

•C  ^ced  mentibned  in  fhS  Fook  of  Jo^  \ 

fit»  arc  likewif©  Hebrew,  not  as  being 
impofed  by  the  old  CanaaniteSy   but  as  be-*  i 

y|g  givdh  to  thofe  places  by  the  jfeojide  of' 
God,'  after  they  h«i  conquered  the  Landj 
and  before  the  »HiJftbrical  Bdbk  otf  Jojhud 
Wis  Wrbtci 

»u  T-  tihefc  fujggeftionfe,  I  thinks  vfM 
have  little  weight,  when  W6  cdnilder  fhii^ 
both  Mofe^  and  Jojbua  do  generally,  thd* 
jietphaps  not  ah^ys,  make  meiitibii'  d 
t^Old  Naitoes  cf  thoTe  plat:es,  of  Which^ 
Acy  give  die  New  Names  imptifed  by  tM 
Jfrdelites:  Whicfe  old  Canahmtrjb  fJ<imts' 
are^  pure  Hebifewas  the  new  IpaMiip' 
ones,  as  wiU  be  Ihewn  pre(feht!y  in  fomd 
remarkable  ihilaiKes.    And'Wh^t-ii  hibrcf/ 

This 


Thfe  way  of  accounting  for  proper  nameS^ 
will  by  no  means  hold  in  the  names  d^ 
perfbns,   recorded  along  with  th^r  tran- 
fa(^oos :    Beeaufe,  aldiough  plisK^  yet  in 
being  when  thefe   Hiftories  were  wrotdr 
n^ght  have  new  names  given  thorn,  by 
which  they  were  known  when  the  Hi«> 
jRtories  were  written;  yet  it  is  a  xao&  \y^* 
likely  thing  that  new  names  fhould  hwQ^ 
been  given  to  men  and  wbn^en  afteit  th^ 
were  dead,   and  that  tho&  new  name*^ 
(hould  be  recorded  inftead  of  the  nometf^ 
they  bore  when  living ;   and  this  without 
any  notice  given  of  their  true  nmnes  hav^ 
ing  been  changed^ 

It  may  be  2\£o,  and  has  bcSen^  f&g-» 
gefted,  that  Mofes  in  writing  the  PenCak 
teuch  altered  the  names  impofed  by-  thef 
Canaankes^  eidier.  by  giving  new  nanmit 
properly  Hebrew,  but  of  th£  iame  intec^y 
pretatiou  with  the.  true  names  firft  itinpeK 
fed ;  or  by  ne^w  mtulding.  tdbe  old  natnei^l 
feme  way,  into  a=^  oonformily  with ,  thti^ 
Hebrew  idioms.  Of  this  opinion  was 
Nic.  Fuller  *.    But  Bocbart  cannot  admit 

of 

♦'*^  Wt«  iiomina  illk  uftivcrra  pure  Hebrafea  fiiit,   ta-. 
!!  men  «Uam  oaC  ilQs  Chananieonim  d&,  vel  a  Chaxfa- 


of  it  is  being  alto^^fecr  wkhoflt  prcJoi  *. 
He  obferves,    that  A^hfcn   the  Renienitei 
gave  new  kaihei  td  thtf  ciities  thfty  rcbuillf 
within  their  lot,  Mofes  takes  fpedial  no- 
tice of  it.  {ike  Niimi:  xxxii.)   Whence  he' 
infers  no  change  Wfes  made  ifl  the  reft; 
where  tio  change  of  hande  is  mentioned. 
He  obferves  alfo,   that  when  Mofes  had 
occafion  to  fpeak  of  places  with  wbi^h 
the  Jfraelites  did  not  coneerri  thetnfelves, 
he  glvfes  them  Hebrew  names ;    that  is  td 
iky,   th^ir  old  proper    names,    fihce  no 
reafon  can  be  given  why  either  He  or  the 
l^aeUtes  (hould  change  them:     Of  this 
we  have  an  example  in  |in^5f  nnfi^iy  •lllf . 
And  it  may  be  added  further,  that  to 
give  the  fconftruftion   of  a  proper  name, 
inftead  of  the  name  itfelf,  is  nbt  doing 
the  part  of  an  Hiftoriiin.     A  very  if6w  lii'^ ' 
ftances  of  this  kind  may  bfe  found  in  the" 
tranflations  of  Hiftories  (where  heverthe- 
lefs  fome  reafon  for  themi  will  be  foiind 
flUb),  as  Suvx^K  in  the  LXX,  inflead  of 

Babeti 

*^  neeis  impofituin  pernegamiis.  Quin  potias  vetofta  ab 
'*  indigenis  Chananxis  impofita  nomina  ab  Hebrseis  lA 
**  eafdem  fedes  fuccedentibus  Hebraico  more  poftmodoDi 
«*  proiata  &  isxpofita,  ic.  fuifle  aflcrinatts,"  .    . 

^  Bociarii  Cdmtati,  Lib.  ii.  cap.  i.  p.  776* 


['7] 

BabeU  Gen.  xi.  9.  But  it  is  not  the  man- 
ner of  the  Sacred  Writers  to  give  Con^ 
JiruSiions  of  the  foreign  natnes,  inftead 
of  the  names  themfelves.  The  name  by 
which  Pharaoh  called  Jofeph^  Gen.  xli.  45. 
^.^viz.'-^Zaphnath'Paaneahy  is,  I  take  it, 
Egyptiatiy  put  in  Hebrew  charafters  by 
MofeSy  as  alfo  Afenatb  the  daughter  of 
Poti-pherahy  Prifeft  of  On  -,  which  three 
proper  names,  mentioned  in  the  fame 
verfe,  feem  not  to  be  of  Hebrew  origi- 
nal. Thus,  likewife,  in  the  books  of 
Ezfay  Nehemiahy  EJihery  Daniel^  the  Chal^ 
dee  proper  names  are  all  retained. 

I T  is  true  there  are  Hebrew  etymolo- 
gies given  to  fome  of  them,  in  the  Index 
of  proper  names  annexed  to  the  Polyglott 
Bible,  ex.  gr.  to  Neiucbadnezar^  Artd^ 
xerxes  *,  &c.  But,  I  believe,  whoever 
confiders  thefe  conjeftures,  will  fcarce  al- 
low they  carry  any  probability  in  them. 

BOCHjiR^y    indeed,    prefervcs    a 
fmall  diftindtion  between  the  language  of 
the  Canaanites  and  that  of  the  Ifraelites,^ 
by  calling  the  one  Pheniciany  and  the  o^ 


♦  Heb.  nxNnDUi  ,NnitfttfnnnK. 


thq: 


[  .8  ] 

(JMr  Hedrevi.  Bat  it  is .  fb  inconfidcrablc, 
as  not  to  afFedt  the  queftion  now  in  hand. 
He  looked  upon  the  Phenician  as  a  Dia- 
led of  the  Hebrew,  but  not  as  a  different 
language  *.  Nay,  he  fuppofes  it  the  fame 
language,  providentially  preferved  among 
thofe  who  inhabited  old  Chanaan^  for  the 
^greater  convenience,  and  better  accommo- 
dation of  the  Patriarchs,  when  God  fhould 
call  them  to  fojourn  in  that  land  -f. 

But  whofoever  will  look  over  the  Cz- 
TiaanitiJIo  proper  names,  recorded  by  Mo^ 
fes  in  Gtnefis^  and  enquire  into  their  figni- 
lication,  as  given  in  the  Index  %  at  the  end 
pf  King  of  Spain's  Bible,  and  the  London 
^Polyglott^  or  that  other  Index  of  the  fame 
Jdnd,  but  a  little  diverfified  (chiefly,  I 
j>refume,  for  the  fake  of  introducing  fome 

of 

*  *'  Not!  dubito  qiuti  Mofes  k  Jofua  ilia  ipfa  loconun 
**  Romina  exhibeant  quae  apnd  Chananaeos  erant  in  uiii» 
^  fola  ikxione  mutata  at  .£t  in  diversa  Diak&o/*  Ca- 
iwan.  L.  ii.  c.  i. 

**  Notum  eft  in  Graeco  fermone  aliam  eiTe  Atticam  di- 
^*  aleflum,  aliam  ^olicam,  &c.  Sic  Phoeniciam  dia- 
"^^  le^amab  -Hebraea  difcrepaiTe  fadJe  conceiTero*  modo 
**  nequis  aflferat  plane  aliam  fai/Te  linguam."  &c.  ibiJ. 

\  **  Dqo  ita  volente  non  in  Chananasorum,  fed  in  A* 
**  brahami  gratiam,  &  aliorum  ex  ejus  ilirpe,  ut  tolerabi- 
*'  lior  eiTet  peregrinatio  Patriarcharum  in  terra  Chanaan/* 


f»9] 

of  Mr  Hufcbtnfon^  peculiar  cpnftrudipns), 
at  the  end  of  Mr  Romaines  edition  of  Afo- 
rius  de  Calafios  Hebrew  Concordance^  will 
receive,  I  think,  fufficient  fatisfadtion  from 
the  names  of  perfons  and  places,  riot  only 
within  the  borders  of  Canaan^  but  in  fome 
of  the  next  adjacent  countries,  that  thci 
old  Canaanites  uied  no  other  language  thaii 
the  Hebrew.  I  fay,  fufficient  fatisfadtion ; 
for  though  it  fliould  not  be  peremptorily 
faid,  that  the  names  are  all  of  Hebrew 
original,  merely  becaufe  words  in  that 
language  may  be  affigned,  which  fingle  or 
compounded  are,  or  are  made  like  them^ 
yet  many  of  them  are  too  evidently  He- 
brew to  admit  of  a  difpute,  and  are  them* 
felves,  when  all  that  may  be  accounted 
lucky  paronomajia' s  are  excluded,  fupcrior 
to  any  evidence  of  that  kind  that  is  brought 
to  prove  Hebrew  the  language  of  the 
Ante-babel  worlds  Enow  furely  there  are 
to  fufficc  for  my  prefent  argument,  and 
alfo  to  fhew  the  improbability  of  Mr 
Holloway^  account,  that  the  true  prime- 
val language  was  preferved  only  in  the  line 
of  Heber. 

For  thefe  Hebrew  names  either  prove, 

as  I  before  obferved,  that  thqre  was  no 

C  2  confufion 


[20] 

confuiion  of  tongues  at  BaM,  but  that 
the  pofterity  of  Ham  fpake  the  one  lan- 
guage of  the  world,  down  to  the  times 
of  Mofes  (which  is  Mr  Hutchinforis  hypo- 
thefis)  'y  or,  that  the  pofterity  of  Ham 
fufFered  nothing  by  the  confufion,  but  re- 
tained the  Noachical  language,  while  the 
reft  of  the  nations  fpaite  different  langua- 
ges. To  neither  of  which  can  Mr  Hoi-- 
loway  accede.  Yet  he  hath  not  told  us, 
hitherto,  of  any  medium^  or  third  way  of 
accounting  how  the  Canaanites  came  by 
the  Hebrew  language,  if  it  was  neither 
the  old  Ante-babel  language  preferved  in 
Ham%  line,  nor  one  of  the  many  dialeds 
into  which  the  language  of  the  earth 
^yas  divided  at  the  Confufion. 

May  not  a  third  perfon,  who  attends 
to  the  evidence  given  on  one  hand  by  Mr 
Holloway^  of  the  certainty,  and  confequen- 
ccs  of  the  confufion  at  Babe/y  in  the  one 
language  of  the  earth  among  the  progeny 
of  Ham  y  and  alfo  to  what  is  faid,  and 
*  truly  faid  by  Mr  Hufchinfon^  on  the  other 
hand,  that  Hebrew  was  in  Canaan  before 
Abraham  came  thither,  and  was  the  lan- 
guage of  that  vile  race,  defcended  from 
ii7/?7,  "which  was  deftined  to  dcftru<9:iort; 

I  fay. 


[21    ] 

I  fay,  may  not  a  third  perfon  find  fome 
reafon  to  call  in  doubt  that  conclufion 
which  both  thefe  Gentlemen  would  draw 
from  oppofite  premifes  ?  may  he  not  make 
it  a  queftion,  Whether  the  Primaevity  of 
the  Hebrew  be  proved  by  either  of  their 
arguments  ?  .or,  is  there  any  harm  in 
thinking,  or  laying,  what  will  confift  w;ith 
the  truths,  or  fads,  they  have  refpeftivc- 
ly  proved,  viz.  that  Hebrew  was  the  lan- 
guage carried  by  the  defcendants  of  Gz- 
naarjy  the  Soa  of  Ham^  after  the  difper- 
fion  at  Babel  into  the  land  called  after 
their  progenitor's  name,  from  their  fettlcr 
ment  therein ;  and  that  it  was  not  brought 
thither  by  jibraham  out  of  MefQpQtamia^ 
but  was  preferved  there  for  many  years 
in  greater  purity  than  any  other  dialeft, 
till  the  Patriarch  to  whom  the  country 
was  intended  in  God's  fecrct  counfels  to 
be  given,  was  called  thither  to  takie  pofleff^ 
lion  of  it  ? 

When  Mr  Bate  fays,  (Scripture  mean* 
ing  of  Aleim,  p,  88.)  that  be  cannot  find 
that  one  language  "was  ever  wrecked  at  Bar- 
bel.  If  he  means  that  there  was  never 
any  confufion  of  language  there,  taking 
this  notion  altogether,  as  may  be  prefumr- 
C  3  ed, 


edy  from  what  Mr  Hutcbinfon  has  been 
pleafed  to  aflert  concerning  the  file  mean-* 
mg  of  Sbapbahy  when  ufidfor  voice  j  I  re- 
mit him  €0  Mr  HoUoways  account  of  the 
pfiige  of  that  word  in  the  place  before  re* 
ferred  to,  and  of  God's  dividing  the  lan-^ 
guage  of  Hzm's  progeny  into  a  multiple  gib^ 
bertjh^  of  as  many  diak&s  as  there  n^ere 


When  he  fays,  {ibid.")  that  we  ban)e  the 
fame  reafpn  to  believe  the  Hebrew  to  bavei 
been  the  language  of  Adam,  (is  we  have 
that  it  was  the  language  of  Abraham  j  his 
argument,  if  it  be  a  good  one,  will  go 
further  than  he  is  willing  it  fhould ;  for 
of  thofe  kind  of  proofs  by  which  it  is  to 
be  fupported,  we  have  fuller  and  ftronger 
of  it's  being  the  language  of  the  old  Gz- 
naanitesy  than  of  it's  being  the  language 
of  Adam^  or  even  of  Abraham  himfelf, 
till  he  travelled  into  Canaan. 

When  he  fays,  J^e  have  not  one  hint  to 
the  contrary^  that  it  ^vas  not  the  language 
if  Adam,  (ibid.)  This  would  prove  no- 
thing if  it  were  true.  But  what  muft  we 
think  of  the  Scripture  Account  of  God's 
ponfounding  the  one  language  of  thq 
earth  zi  Babels   May  not  this  be  looke4 

ppon^ 
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upon,  as  a  hinty  at  leaft,  to  the  eontf ary 
of  what  he  aflferts  ? 

And  laftly,  When  he  fays  that  Mops 
nxirites  the  hiftory  both  ^  Adam  and  Abra- 
han\  in  that  language  in  which  b$th  of  fhem 
fpoke :  This  is  more  than  he  knows  with  ^ 
refpeift  to  Adamy  and  is  no  proof  of  it's 
primsBvity,  if  allowed  as  to  Abraham : 
Bccaufe  it  appears  by  the  fame  kind  of 
evidence,  that  it  was  fpoken  by  the  Ca^ 
naanites  before  Abraham*^  time,  And  Mf 
HoUoway  will  tell  him,  that  he  can  carry 
their  language  no  higher  than  the  coftfli^ 
iion  of  tongues  at  Babel. 

There  is,  indeed,  a  n^ore  obvious,  and 
a  more  fatisfadory  anfwer  to  be  given  to 
his  affertion.  That  Mofcs  wrote  in  the  Ian-- 
guage  that  Ad2.m  Jpoke,  which  I  (hall  offer 
when  I  pome  to  examine  Mr  Moody  %  po- 
fition  to  the  fame  effcft,  in  the  third 
feftion. 

But,  in  the  mean  time,  it  may  be 
proper  to  enquire  into  Mr  Holkways  new 
manner  of  fpiritualizipg  the  names  of  men 
and  places  in  Canaan^  and  to  fee  what  ef- 
fcdt  it  .ought  to  have  upon  this  fubjeft  5 
leaft  it  fhould  be  concluded  too  haflily 
from  tl^enge;^  that  thefe  fjpiritua}  ienfes  are 
C  ^  them^ 


themielves  evidence,  that  thofe  names 
were  impofed  by  holy  men  in  the  chofcn 
line  of  the  Patriarchs ;  and  that  there 
muft  be  fome  miftake  in  fuppofing  that, 
becaufe  the  Canaanittjh  proper  names  are 
Hebrew,  therefore  Hebrew  was  the  native 
language  of  the  Canaanites.  For  thofe 
names  being  of  qiyftic  and  fpiritual  inter- 
pretation, muft  neceffarily  have  been  firft 
given  by  fome  of  the  Faithful,  with  whom 
neither  the  true  religion,  nor  the  original 
language  were  ever  loft,  till  the  ^injcs  of 
th^  3abylQniih  captivity. 


SECT, 
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SECT.     II, 

Examination  of  Mr  HoUoway'j  fpiritual 
or  re^ified  fenjesy  of  the  proper  names  in 
Chanaan,  in  the  time  of  Abraham. 


TH  E  moft  proper  entrance  into  this 
enquiry  will  be,  with  the  entrance 
of  Jbrajpam  into  Canaan ;   and  the  whole 
compafs  of  it  may  bje  confined  to  the  xiith 
and  following  chapters  of  Genefisy  to  the 
xxiiid  inclufive :    wherein  are  contained 
the  proper  names  of  the  cities  which  the 
Patriarch  found  when  he  firft  travelled 
thither^  and  the  proper  names  of  perfons 
with  whom  he  converfed  there,    and  of 
other  places  which  are  occafionally  men- 
tioned in   this   part  of  his  hiftory,  viz. 
from  his  leaving  Haran,  to  the  death  of 
Sarah :   This  period  being,  of  all  others, 
the  moft  unexceptionable,  for  examining 
|he  merits  of  the  queftion  undpr  conii- 
fleration. 

Letter 
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Letter  and  Spirit^  p.  129. 

Gen.  "  chap.  xii.  vcr.  6.  And  Ahra^ 
^*  ham  faffed  through  the  land  unto  the  place 
*•  of  Sichem.]  Sicbem  fignifics— the  Jhouk 
"  dery  rifing  early  ^  prefenting  early^  or  rea-- 
«  dily  bearing.  So  this  plape,  by  it's  name, 
•*  was  ^figure  of  the  Patriarch i  forward-- 
^*  nefs  to  obey^  and  to  fuffer  alfo,  what  to 
*'  the  Divine  Wifdom  fhould  feem  fit,  ia 
^<  this  peregrination  of  Faith  to  which  he 
f<  was  called. 

«  VNTO  the  plain  of  Moreb.]  Or, 
^«  unto  the  oaky  or  the  plantation  of  oaks^ 
^  rf  '^ifion.  So  we  from  the  enduring  if 
^*  Paitby  ar?  come  to  the  frtfrnefsy  andt 
<*"evtrlafting  ejiablifhment  of  the  Divine 
^  Prefende  and  Vijionr 

These  are  Mr  tloU(maf%  two  firfE 
^bfer^atfons  upon  the  proper  names  with- 
in the  period  above  limited.  To  which  \ 
ftiall  fubjoin  his  laft,  withm  the  fame  pe* 
fiod,  as  a  further  fpecimen  of  his  tnanner 
of  Ifpiritualizing  the  Canaamtifh  names  di 
places  in  Abrahams  time,  viz.  upon  Gen. 
xxiK.  19.  And  after  this  Abraham  buried 
Sarah  bis  nvife^  in  the  cave  of  the  field  of 
UTachpelahy  before  Mafnre ;  tbefatn^  is  J5&- 
bron  in  the  land  of  Qinaan, 


^*  He  would  not  bury  hef  (%S  Mr 
fbliowayj  p.  222.)  "  in  the  unholy  grounci 
"  of  the  Hittites^  [dead  men]  but  in  Macb^ 
"  felah^  (the  rewrfion  of  our  diffbiution  ty 
^^  death)  before  Mamre^  (that  which  i$ 
"  for  mjion  of  our  change)  the  feihe  is  Ib^ 
."  ir(7»,  (joined  unto  the  Lord)  in  the  land 
^^  of  Cftnfian^  the  place  of  our  pilgrimaf^i 
'«5  among  the  negotiators  of  this  world." 

A  j^  p  immediately  after  thils,  he  telR 
us,  by  '^Vj  of  conclufion  to  his  comment 
on  this  remarkable  period. 

^*  T  H  E  4  E  are  the  fpiritual  figriificatiom 

,"  of  the  feveral  proper  names  of  tho  places 

."  abovementioned  5  and  putting  them  thu4 

"  together,   gives  an  hieroglyphic  dcferip-t. 

"  tion  of  the   end,    means,   objeft,   and 

"  whole  courfe  of  our  progrefs  in  Faitb^ 

**  through  this  iborld^  to  the  Refurredttoh 

**  and  Kingdom.    How  great  and  wonder- 

"  ful  is  the  myftery  of  Godlinefs,    thit 

^*  both  the  afts  and  affairs  of  the  Saints 

**  of  God  froih  the  beginning,  whli  thfe 

**  names  6r   words  given  to  denote,  or 

^  d^fcribe  them^  ihould  under  a  literal  hi- 

*^  ftory,  exhibit  4  fpifitual,  or  covert  and 

f*  adumbrative  Gofpel  r  p.  222^  223. 

I  MAKE 
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I  MAKE  no  doubt  of  our  author's  well 
iiaeant  zeal  in  this  matter,  yet  I  am  forry 
it  fhould  carry  him,  in  the  end  of  this 
paragraph,  fo  far  as  to  reprefent  thofe 
who  think  this  method  offpiritual  interpret 
tation  arhitraryy  or  fanciful  as  being  very 
weaky  if  not  worfe,  even  faulty  in  think- 
ing fo.  Yet,  as  he  does  not  take  upon  him 
to  fay  ^  whether  they  are  more  to  be  blamed 
^r  pitied  \  it  is  poffible  he  himfelf  may  be 
miftaken,  in  fuppofing  they  fall  either  un^ 
der  his  cenfure  or  his  pity :  At  leaft,  till 
he  hath  previpufly  anfwercd  ^  few  que- 
ftions,  that  ought  to  be  put  to  him,  up- 
pn  his  conftrui^iipn  of  the  Canaanitijh 
names,  as 

1.  Whether  he  can  make  any  rea- 
fonable  pretence,  that  thpfe  proper  names 
were  not  impo^d  by  the  inhabitants  of 
the  land,  bjefore  Abraham  parne  tp  fojourn 
among  them  ? 

2.  Whether  they  whp  impofed  the 
faid  names  could  have  aiiy  viev/  therein, 
either  to  the  future  peregrinations  of  the 

.  Patriarch  in  that  country,  or  to  the  meansy 
pbjeSly  and  end  of  our  prqgrefs  in  J^aith? 
If  riot, 

3?  Whe? 
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3.  Whether  they  may  be  fuppofed, 
by  a  divine  or  prophetic  impulfe,  to  have 
given  fuch  names  to  perfons  and  places, 
as  fhould  correfpond  with  Abraham'%  dif- 
pofitions  and  behaviour  in  his  peregrina^ 
tion  and  fojournment  in  that  country; 
and  thereby  at  the  fame  time  adumbrate 
the  a£ls  and  afFairs  of  the  faints  of  God 
in  after-ages? 

A  N  D-  if  this  be  not  admitted, 

4.  Whether  Abraham  himfelf  defign- 
cdly  fhaped  his  courfe,  or  was  led  by  the 
direction  of  Providence  in  his  peregrina- 
tion to  thofe  places,  whofe  names  beft 
fuited  his  extraordinary  vocation  and  cha- 
racter, and  were  molt  defcriptive  of  the 
blcflings  defigned  for  his  pofterity  ? 

Or,  if  this  feems  improbable, 

5.  Whether,  h{\:\y,  Mofes  contrived y& 
to  adjuft  the  proper  names  of  perfons  and 
places  in  Canaan  with  Abrahams  removals, 
adtions,  and  circumftances  there,  and  fo 
to  lay  them  together  in  order  of  narra- 
tion, as  to  exhibit y  under  a  literal  hijlory^  a 
covert  Gofpely  and  form  an  hieroglyphic  ^- 
fcription  of  what  fhould  befal  the  pro- 
mifed   Seed,    /«    their  progrefs  in  Faith 

through 
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tb^Mgh  this  w>rlif,  to  the  RefiirreStim  md 

A  ^  p  ^  Mr  HoUoway  hath  faid  no« 
thing,  as  far  as  I  can  find,  that  can  lead 
jjLs  to  any  fatisfadtion  in  thefe  queftidh^j 
.and  as  fonie  rattisfa<3:ion  fhould  be  given 
before  }^^  y9\\\  fecm  to  have  any  autho- 
jrjty  to  extcijd  hi?  fpiritual  intcrprctatbns 
to  the  old  Canaanittjh  proper  names ;  one 
may,  without  imputation  either  of 'weak- 
j:icfs  or  fault,  fufpedt  that  the  myftic  fig- 
liifications  of  them,  which  he  hath  al-* 
ready  offered  by  way  of  fpecimen,  arp 
4pierely  his  own  private  interpretations, 
juid  fire  pot  to  be  received  by  us,  as  the 
fpif'it  of  t;hofc  words  in  Scripture ;  ejfpe- 
cially  as  there  are  few  or  none  of  them 
but  what  axe  capable,  with  equal  pro- 
priety, of  other  literal  conftruftions  than 
;he  has  given  them^  and  consequently  fuf- 
(eptable,  with  equal  probability,  of  other 
:i||>iritual  fenfes,  (if  ^h^re  be  any  fuch  my- 
.ftery  at  all  in  them)  than  what  he  coa- 
^ceives  tp  be  fuggefted  by  them. 

And  I  ihall  now  beg  his  leave,  to  en^ 

.ter  fo  far  intp  the  proof  of  this ^  as  tp 

ihew  that  ipofl  of  thofb   proper  names 

within  this  period  of  Jbrabairi%  hiftory, 

out 
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oirt  of  which  he  has  eytradted  fwk  re- 
condite fenfes,  as  enable  him  to  for|» 
thcrcwidi  ^n  .adumbrative  <jofpelj  w;ilj[ 
bear  a  more  eafy  and  probable  conibrjjpT* 
lion^  vuider  a  literal  cpniideration>  withaot 
regard  to  a  future  religious  difpenjCati^Q^ 
jthan  they  do  in  the  myftick  prophe^sA^ 
Jight  in  which  he  has  (fpr  reafons  of  \^ 
own)  cqnfidered  them. 

DDte^  Sicbem  iigoifies  what  Mr  HoHer 
fway  jfays,  a  JhouUer^  rijing  early y  &c.  *Biit 
it  alfo  figpifies  what  he  has  not  mentioQi- 
ed,  vi?.  a  forty   or  portion:   as  in  Gm.. 
xlviii.  22.    "  I. have  given  thee  oneparfym 
"  (inK  DDB^)  above  thy  Brethren,  which 
"Itoqk  out  of  the  hand  oE  the  ^imr^te^ 
"with  my  fword  and   with  my  bow?' 
And  as  the  name  of  a  town,  it  is  moi» 
reafonable  to  interpret  it,   either  of  tbp 
Jot  or  portion y    of  the  firft  head  of  a  far 
jnily  that  fettled  there,  or,  as  being  .cal- 
led by  the  name  of  the  man  who  firft 
founded  it,  (for  it  was  alfo  a  mans  immt, 
Gen.  xxxiii.)  than  to  conclude  th^t  this 
town  by  reafon  of  it's  name,    was  a  ^ 
^gure  of  Abrahams  formoardnefi  to  obey^  9X^ 
tofuffery  &c. 
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rvtQ  P^K.  PlaWy  or  plantation  of  oaks^ 
of  Moreb:  Mr  Holhway  obferves  the  Je^^ 
rufakm  Targum  renders  it  by  Valley  of  w- 

Jion. ^But  then  the  LXX  render  it  by 

Tw  Jfw  Tfiv  v4^t»^  Vulg.  Convalleiti  illu* 
ftrem.  Here  we  fee  the  verfions  differ  iri 
both  the  branches  of  his  fpiritual  interpret 
tation;  none  of  them  putting  Oak  and 
Vijion  together,  as  he  doth,  for  the  fake 
of  a  remote  application.  And  Cartwrigbt 
(Annot.  in  loc.)  fays  of  thofe  who  affign 
die  word  Moreb  this  fenfe,  a  T\Vr\  baud 
fiitis  commode  deduxiffe  videntur.  For 
the  form  of  the  word  will  not  admit  of 
fuch  a  derivation. 

But  if  miO  pW  bore  any  fignificatioh 
from  T\\iC\1^  vifioriy  it  would  have  been  in- 
terpreted more  agreeably  to  Mr  Hutcbin- 
fin's  principles,  of  a  memorial  of  the  trees 
in  Faradife>  which  were  dejirabk  for  W- 
jion^  as  emblems  conjlituted  to  Jhenjo  tbe  Ori^ 
ginak.  (Ufe  of  Reaf  Vol.  I.  p,  no.  and 
Jntrod.  to  Mof.fne  princ.  p.  122.)  Of 
which  the  oak  in  particular,  was  the  fynt- 
holical  tree  tf  tbe  Elobimy  and  is  yet  a  me-^ 
mortal  of  tbe  lofs  of  innocence.  (Chrijlian 
Plany  p.  21.)- 

But, 
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But,  indeed,  thetc  are  othfer  tCrbi 
wiiich  have  a  better  pretence  to  be  the: 
roots  of  rtfiD  than  nth.  ex.  gr,  rf^  jecit, 
mo  Rebellis  fuit,  TlD  amarum  eflc,  vcl 
•no  mutare.  And  yet  probably  it  may 
come  from  none  of  them,  but  niay  per- 
haps be  a  noun  of  the  fame  fignification 
with  the  German,  Saxon,  and  Englifh  moor^ 
Terra  inculta,  fteriiis,  ^ericetum,  as  a 
learned  acquaintance  of  mine  conjectured, 
(fee  Skinner,  and  Junius's  Etymologicm) 
who  added,  that  Moriab,  commonly  in- 
terpreted the  place  of  Vijim,  might  as  well 
be  conftrucd  -  the  High^moor,  in  confer-^ 
mity  with  the  coriftrudtion  of  Har'-Elo-* 
him. 

♦nn  Wtbai.  Hittites.  The  etymolo* 
gical  fenfe  is  ConfraAi,  formidantes,  aut 
ftupentcs.  (Index  nom.  prop.  Pofygbt.) 
Ex  nnn,  ftratus  eft  humi,  fi  di^atur  de 
corpore ;  fi  vero  de  mente  dejeiftio  animi 
five  confternatio.  Romaine.  And  fo  Mr 
Holloway,  p.  220.  upon  nrt  ♦Ja,  Gen. 
xxiii.  3.  «  The  children  of  Heth,  that 
"  is^,  as  the  name  fignifics,  the  <:hildren  of 
"  Confternation."  But,  when  he  adds, 
— ^or  cajling  down  by  deatb ;  and  when  he 
interprets  Hittites  here.  Gen.  xxiii.  18,  20. 
D  by 


by-  ikad  men^  he  fpiritualizes  beyond  the 
etymology*  of  the  word,  and  charges  the 
letter  with  a  feafe  which  it  doth  not  ap- 
peijr  at  >any  time  to  *  carry  in  the  laji- 
guagc.: 

TH,E..fame,  I  think,  n^ay  be  faid  of 
nScDO  Machpelahy  of  which  he  gives  the 
fpirity  by.  the  reverjion  of  our  dijfolution  by 
death.  >  To  which,  I  can  find  no  nearer 
an  approach  in  the  derivation  of  the  word, 
than  that  nbSS  fignifies  Cadaver.  This 
wor4  if  nxit  explained  either  in  the  jPc>/h- 
^I(jt  pi  ^Mv.  Ramaine's  index.  Probably 
J>ecaufe  if.  was  not  thought  a  proper  name. 
All  th^  oh^ .  verfions  make  it  an  appella- 
tive, tranflating  it  douiky  as,  indeed,  the 
obviousj  joot:  of  it  is  ^y  duplicavit.  But, 
as  to  any  ipifitual  fenfe  that  can  be  raifed 
put  of  k,  I  am  quite,  at  a  lofs. 

,  N*ii9ft  M^^^ ;*  t^i  which  h  for 

vifioji  of  cur  change^  fays  Mr  Holkway. 
J^hy.n^j  that  which  is  for  change  of  our 
foififiny .  -tor  >^t\ich  the  word,  if  it  be  a 
jwmpp^ftd.  pjf  mo  and  PIKI  anfwers  full  as 
'^elU  ^5  ^>  the  other  ^gnification. — That 
^  «aiay  have    fome  connexion  with  *nO 

which 

•  -♦  H'nOD  coiitttmflx,  vel  exalt»is  ab  nnOH  ^aluvit 
k^    Hillcri  Onomafticoii,  p*^57^- 
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which  in  Hiphil  (n^bn)  figniiies  mUtdri^ 
ibeins  to  be  acknowledged  both  in  the 
Polyglot  and  in  Mr  Ibmaine^  index,  whefe 
k  is  conftrued  after  othtr  fcnfes  given, 
commutansy  vel  permutans.  But  Mr  Hollo- 
nvay  has  joined  the  ide^  of  vifion  to  that  of 
change ^  for  the  following  reafon  given  by 
himfelf  at  p.  136;      : 

MAMHEy  fays  he,  had  it*8  nanxe 
from  an  Amorite  **  fo  called,  or  rather 
*'  both  the  grove  and  tlic  man  were  de* 
"  nominated  from  the  heathen  imagina- 
*'  tion  of  the  tranfmutation  of  forms,  by 
•^  diflblution  and  death.  Though  jibra^ 
"  ham  held  the  name  in  it's  rcftified  fenfc, 
»**  for  the  change  he  hoped  for  by  the  Re- 
y-  furredion  from  the  dead,  and  for  the 
"  vifion  of  Divine  things^  which  as  a  pro~ 
"  pliet  he  was  made  to  S  EE,  which  idea 
**  is  alfo  comprized  iri  the  word*" 

Now,  indeed,  vifion  is  here  account- 
ed for  two  ways.  But  how  the  idea  of 
vifion  (hould  Ae,  comprized  in  a  word  de- 
noting in  it's  firft  ufe,  tranfmutatim  g^ 
forms^  (if  that  really  was  it's  meaning)  ^ 
feems  very  ftrange.  For  if  the  nam6  was 
not  originally  imppfed  by  a  Prophet,  who 
forefaw  Divine  things  as  Abrabam  did, 
D  2  but 
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but  was  given  to  an  Amorite  from  art  hea-^ 
then  imagination;  it  cannot  be  fuppofed 
to  include  or  comprize  the  idea  of  a  fu* 
ture  rtfurredlion.  And,  therefore,  I  may 
prefume,  that  it  is  our  author  only  who 
holds  it  in  this  rectified  fenfe :  and  that 
neither  Abraham  nor  Mofe%  held  it  in  any 
other  view  than  as  the  proper  name  of  a 
man,  and  of  a  place  called  from  him ; 
and  that  too,  without  any  regard  to  the 
etymological  meaning  of  it,  as  expounded 
by  Mr  HoUc^ay. 

pn^n.  Hebron  jtnntd  to  the  Lordy 
fo  Mr  Holloway  on  the  word,  Gen.  xxiii. 
19.— p.  Z2Z.  But  in  chap.  xiii.  18.-— p. 
137. -— **  I2i?^^/f,  that  is  conjunSlion ', 
**  the  great  conjunction  which  the  faith- 
-**  ful  expedted,  was  that  of  the  divinity 
«  with  the  humanity  of  Chrift."  Yet  we 
find  other  fcnfes  in  which  it  may  be 
taken,  as  incantatioy  and  Iwor^  from  the 
fame  rootmn  (fee  the  indexes  in  Poly- 
glot, and  Mr  Romaine).  Hiller  interprets 
it  hyfodaUtiumj  2LndfocietaSy  p.  784, 

But,  as  Mr  Holloway  fuppofes  this 
name  to  have  been  given,  not  by  the  G^- 
-naanitesy  but  by  "  Abrd)am  firft,  on  his 
.*'  refiding  there  to^eflify  his  faith  in  the 

"  great 
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*<  great  conjunftion  in  the  perfon  of 
*^  Chirift  5  and  again,  by  Jojhua  and  Calebs 
^*  upon  Caleb's  taking  it  from  ihcjimorites^ 
*^  many  years  after.*'  I  will  not  reckon  k 
among  the  Canaanitijb  names  we  are  en-^ 
quiring  into,  but  fhall  pafs  on  to  the  old 
heathen  nam^  of  this  city  Kiriatb^Arbab. 

^ But  not   without  a  remark  by  the. 

W4y,  that  our  author,  not  recolleSing 
^at  he  had  in  p.  137.  aicribed  the  nomi- 
nation of  Hebron  firft  to  jibrabam ;  tells 
us  upon  Gen.  xxiii.  2.  (Letter  and  Spirit^ 
p.  219.)  that  "  Hebron  vrzs  afterwards  fa, 
^*  named  by  Calebs  in  faith  of  the  con- 
**  jun^  perfon  of  Chrift,  to  whom  he 
'*  had  wholly  adhered,  when  the  oth^r 
"  fpies,  and  the  whole  people  of  Ifrfifel 
"  that  came  up  with  Mofes  jgid  ^rpn^  fell 
^*  off  in  the  wildernefs." 

And  that  he  may  accoitnt  how  Mojes 
^ould  fpeak  of  this  name  before  it  was 
impofed,  or  fhould  mention  it  in  his  hi- 
ilory  of  jibrabatn^  fo  long  bcfpre  C^Ieb!^ 
(driving  the  childrpn  of  Anak  from  the 
place  J  he  tells  us,  ibid,  that  Mofes  fpake 
of  it  prophetically  :^  as  if  it  were  already  fo 
called. 

.      P  3  But 
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But  dien,  how  will  he  account  for 
what  Mofes  fays  of  the  fpies.  Numb,  xiii, 
22.  that  they  came  to  Hebron^  before  Gaf- 
kb  (who  was  one  of  them)  had  either 
impofed  the  namc>  or  had  fhewed  thai 
adherence  to  Chrift,  of  which  he  made 
this  name  the  memorial?  Or,  how  will 
he  account  for  what  Mofes  adds  in  the 
fatne  verfe,  viz,  Now  Hebron  was  built 
feven  years  before  ^oan  in  Egypt.  Was 
this  alio  prophetically  fpoken  ? 

B  u  T  to  come  to  the  old  Canaanitifb 
iname  of  this  city  VTWH  n^y. 

KIRIATH  Arba.      That  is,    fays 

Mr  Hollowayj    the  city  of  four.    p.  219, 

Jle  rightly  rejedls  the  Jews  tradition  of 

this  city,  being  called  Arba  four^    from 

the  four  pairs   of  perfons  buried   there, 

which,    as '  he   obferves,    could    not   be, 

•'  becaufe  this  city  was  fo   called  by  the 

"  heathen  people,  to  whom  it  belonged 

^*  before  Abraham  came  into  thofe  parts," 

p,  137.     So  here  is,  by  his  own  confefrr 

fion,  pure  Hebrew  in  ufe  among  the  old 

£anaanitesr     Some    have    thought    they 

might  mean  the  city  of  the  j^^r  winds^ 

becaufe  it  ftood  on  a  high  hill.  (Vid.  Rt^ 

^  hrfd')     But,    our   author  obferves,    that 

.  .  ^  four 


four  was  the  number  "  which  afterwards 
"made  the  famous  tetraSlys  o(  Pythago^ 
"  ras ;"  and  therefore  he  colleftsi  that 
the  Canaanites  "  probably  meant  by,  it,. 
"  Fire^  Lights  Alr^  and  Mther^  In  abu- 
"  five  imitation  of  the  Trinity,  and  the 
"  Man  Chrift  Jefus,  reprefented  by  the 
^^  four  cherubic  heads."  p.  137,  and  219. 
.  B  u  T;  this  does  Aot  well  agree  either 
with  Mr  Hutchinforis  philofophy,  or  with 
his  account  of  the  Cherubim.  For  his 
material  jHeim^  or  conditions  of  the  hea- 
vens are  but  three^  and  in  that  number  em- 
blematical of  the  Trinity.  And  the  per- 
fons  in  his  Cherubim  are  but  three,  land 
reprefented  by  three  heads  only,  though 
one  of  thofe  heads  hath  two  vifages.  "  So 
**  there  were  three  heads,  and  four  vifa- 
"  ges."     Catcotfs  Sermon,  p.  13. 

But  is  it  neceifary  we  fhould  under- 
ftand  Arba  here  in  the  fenfe  of  Jour  ? 
yi'TK  may  fignify  accubatio.  (fee  Ind. 
prop.  nom.  Polyglot.)  '  And  this  fenfe  of 
it  from  j;::i  agrees  with  *the  Pfalmift'a 
^V2r\  accubitum  meum^  my  lying  downy  as 
our  tranflation  hath  it,  PJaL  cxxxix.  3, 
And  civitas  accubitus  feems  altogether  as 
^dmiflible  as  D3tJ^  CDpO  locus  matutinch^ 
D  4  '    ^  tiohis\ 


tifinis,  aut  ititmis  qtMfit  mane^  as  Mr  R^^ 
m^Vf^  mterprets  that  prqper  n^e« 

B  y  T  the  ^ft  account  of  (his  name  is 
given  by  Bocbart^  viz.  that  jirba  was  the 
name  of  a  Qian,  from  yrhom  the  giants 
were  defcended  *.  And  this  Mr  Romaim 
•f"  feems  moft  to  approve  of:  an^  above 
all>  this  is  the  account  that  agrees  beft 
with  Scripti^re:  for  the  literal  rendering 
of  Jojhua  xiv.  1 5.  viz. 

Kin  bnjn  cpiKn  yinK  nnp  would  be, 

the  city  of  Arba ;  he  was  a  great  man  a^ 
mong  the  Anakims.  Where  our  tranfla- 
tprs  have  unneceffarily  repeated  Arba  ;-r- 
which  Arba  was  a  great  man^  &c.    -4^4 

>7»wxv.  14-  hathit  piyn  OK  nnK  nnp, 

yiz.  the  city  of  Arba,  the  father  of  Anak. 
And  according  tp  this  interpretation  there 
is  no  room  for  any  alluiipn  to  the  Pytha^ 
gorean  tetrachtys^  pr  the  cherubic  he/fds. 

Neit|!E^ 

t  fhakg.  L.  iy.  c.  34.  In  expo/,  Jof.  xiv.  1 5.  &  L\!^, 
iv.  c.  35.  **  Hithseus  erat  ni'mirum  is  Jrha  de  quo  dixi* 
f*  mar,  eujns  filios  Jnak,  liepotes  Achitnany  Sefai,  TBal* 
.*•  Mr»  reliqaifque  pofleri  Anakim^  &c. 

+  «*  Onriaib  Arbea.  Civitas  fie  difta  ab  ^r&«  ^vc 
^  Arha  qui  illam  condidit,  aut  illi  prsefuit.  Hoc  autem 
^*  liomen  (brtitiis  eft  gigas  qui  qua^kor  rirts  rdbore  prat* 
f*  l^aM."    Nom.  prop.  Ime^. 
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Neither  will  Mr  HoUowafs  fpkitu4 
fcnfe  of  \Vy2^  viz.  the  place  of  our  pilgrim 
mage  among  the  negotiators  of  this  worlds 
appear  to  have  much  propriety  when  we 
cpnfider  that  Canaan  had  it  s  name  from 
being  the  place  of  fettlement  to  the  po- 
fterity  oi  Canaan^  one  of  the  fons  of  Ham  i 
and  that  p^J^ip*  QinamteSy   was  nomen 
Gentik.    And  the  tru?  etyipplogy  of  ^yxj 
when  taken  for  a  perfofi,  the  fon  of  Ham^ 
fecms  to  be  from  the  verb  yp  bumiliavk^ 
deprejjfti  or,  vy^bumiliavity  and  T\)V  4Jf- 
prejjit^  as  ^ifler  thinks,  p.  ^3?.     Jp  which 
fenfe  the  name  of  Canaan  will  allude  to 
his  fortune  and  condition,  as  .denounqe4 
by  Noahp  Gen.  ix.  z^.rrr^feruant  of  fer^ 
yants  Jball  he  be  tfnip  bis  brethren.    And 
hence  die  jit^ral  interpretation  of  Cana-r 
anites,   if  fought  after,    will  hp  contrftt\ 
€onfra£ffy  ratjier  than  mercatores^  qf  ne^p* 
tifftores.    For  as  to  the  other  etymology 
which  Mr  Romaine  prefents  us  with,  from 
pa  and  T\ySrr^re£te  refpondentes^   I  appre-* 
hend  it  ought  to  be  fet  afi^e  as  toeing  very 
forced* 

Indeed,  the  ufe  of  the  word  Canaanite^ 
in  the  mercantile  fenfe,  from  which  Mr 
HoIIoway  choofos  to  give  the  fpirit  of  the 

"  '  '     text. 
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text,  fccms  to  have  arifen  entirely  from 
the  trade  that  was  carried  on  by  the  lat- 
ter Canaanites  *,  who  dwelt  by  the  fea 
c6afts,  being  driven  by  Jojhua  out  of  the 
xAiand  parts  of  the  country :  which  is  the 
more  probable,  becaufe  none  of  the 
Eaftern  languages,  befides  the  Hebrew, 
life  \y33  for  a  trader.  (See  Dr  CaJielL) 
And  therefore  the  word  may  bear  a  fenfe 
ift  Ifaiah  xxiii,  8.  and  Jerem.  x.  17.  and 
ift  fome  other  places  among  the  later 
wrhers,  which  it  did  not  bear  when  Mo- 
fis  wrote  the  Pentateuch.  It  fliould  be 
tfiewn,  that  the  Canaanites  were  merchants 
ill  the  days  of  Abraham ;  and  not  only, 
that  thofe  were  fo  who  lived  towards  the 
fea-coafts,  but  alfo  thofe^  who  lived  to- 
wards the  Eaftern  borders  of  the  country, 
dnd  where  Sicbem  was  fituated,  before  a 
fpiritual  conftru<ftion  can  be  taken  from 
tliat  ufagc  of  the  word,  in  the  text  under 
confidetation. 

There  feems  no  occafion  to  examhe 
Mr  HoHonbafs  fpiritual  meaning  of  every 
proper  name  mentioned  within  the  period 

prefixed ; 

f  '^  In  the  fame  mangier  as  MiUmr^  in  EnglKh^  or 
Milantry  for  it  is  fpelt  both  w^jrs,  is  fuppofed  to  comp 
frpxxi  Milan^ 
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pf cfixcd :  but  the  chief  of  them,  how-^ 
ever,  I  fhall  briefly  confider,  viz»  of  places 
LuZy  Baiy  SbuTy  Beredy  and  Gerar.  Of 
perfons,  jtbimelecb^  Piiad^  and-  Ephron. 
Pferfons  and  places,  whofe  names  without 
all  doubt,  had  been  given  them  before  ^- 
hraham%  ingrefs  into  Canaan. 

The  old  name  of  Bethtl  was  Lux^  Gen. 
xxviii.  19.  And  another  city  was  called 
Haiy  when  Abraham  firft  entered,  the  land. 
Gen.  xiii.  3. 

tl'?  LttZy  this  is  (fays  Mr  ttolhwaj)  the 
falling  offy  or  apoftacy^  p.  263. 

•j?n  Au  the  perverfenefs  of  heathen  apo^ 
fiacy,   p.  132. 

B  u  T  is  there  any  probability,  that  the 
Canaanites  would  dfefignedly  give  names 
to  their  cities^  expreffive  of  thefc  mean* 
ings? 

And  though  Luz  fignifies  dijiejioy  yet 
it  alfo  fignifies  (fee  the  indexes)  amygdalus^ 
an  almond,  or  filbert-treev  And  Bochart 
has  proved  at  krge,  that  this  is  the  pro- 
per fignification  of  it,  Phaleg.  p.  697, 
Mr  Romainej  in  his  index,  has  alfo  put 
down  corylus:  but  by-  wholt  authority  I 
cannot  fay.  Hilkr^  Urbs.  receflus  vel 
fimy^dakne^  p«  Sjcm  Ax^  it  is  eafy  to 
>•?  iuppolc 
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fuppofe  it  might  be  named  from  the  ai<t 
mond-tree,  feeing  we  find  a  place  called 
the  City  of  Palmtrees  Dnonn  yy  Deut. 
xxxiv.  3.  Jiidg.  i.  1 6,  and  iii.  13.  and 
elfcwhere.  And  fo  Tadmor,  or  as  it  is 
written  in  the  i  Kings  ix.  18.  iDfl  in  the 
wildemefs,  otherwife  palled  Toltnyra^  and 
is  thought  by  Scbuken$^  and  others,  to  re- 
ceive it's  name  from  ^OJl  Palma.  It  i& 
called  by  the  Arabs  Tedmory  to  this  day  5 
and  in  the  defcription  of  it,  it  is  faid  that 
palms  grew  there.  Sec  Patrifk  on  i  Kings 
ix.  18. 

Another  inftance  qf  tl^e  like  kind 
we  have  in  Kiriatb-jearim :  the  City  of 
Woods. 

KV  -^/V,  or  ♦yn  Hoi  fignifies  cumulus^ 
acervus.  (See  the  indexes)  And  might  not 
this  city,  from  it's  fituation,  or  fome  Iqt 
fcal  circumftapce  *,  obtain  it's  name  under 
this  fenfc  of  the  word  ? 

•flttf  Sbur.  Gen.  xvi.  7,-rr-2o.  that  is, 
(fays  Mr  Hofhwiy)  Tbe  cotaemflatim  of 

^      CbriA 

*  Perhaps  a»  beii^  built  on  a  rocky  ox  ftony  groand : 
for  this  is  the  fenfe  of  Y*V  the  |)liiral,  without  the  emphf- 
tical  n.  In  Mic.  iii.  12.  it  is  faiii  oiJerufaLm  ri^nn  r>. 
,LXX.  MGoAoQ^n^Mtf-iltf/.  In  lapidu^  congerieni  recB- 
getiu-^    l^Qcbart.  Pholig.  p.  450. 
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Chriji^  and  the  beavenly  inheritance  promi/ed 
through  himy  p.  175.  But  the  word  fig- 
nifics,  not  only  ajpiciensy  but  alfo  6oSy  and 
murusy  as  the  indexes  teftify.  And  is  alfo 
ufed  for  inimicuSy  in  Pfal.  xcii.  12. 

nnn.  Bered.  Gen.xvi.  14.  Defcenfy  lays 
our  author,  importing   "  the  defeeht  of 

^<  the  Word  to  take  flefh." But  might 

there  not  be  other  reafons  for  calling  a 
city  by  this  name  from  local  circum- 
itances?  And  befides  this  fignification, 
which  is  conjedtured  from  Ti»,  it  may  ei- 
ther fignify  grando  from  nnn,  or  in  impe-- 
riOy  from  T\T\  with  the  prefix  3,  (See  the 
indexes  of  proper  names.) 
-  nni  Gerar.  Gen.  xx.  i.  "  The  root, 
fays  our  author,  "  of  the  name  Gerary 
"  fignifies  to  cut  and  polifli  ftones.  And 
«  therefore  the  name  itfelf  fpiritually  de* 
^*  notes  the  place  of  cutting  and  polifhing 
**  the  living  ftones,  defigned  for  the  di^ 
"  vine  building  of  the  Church.'*  p.  175; 
But  what  fays  Mr  Romaine?  Jbid.  mm. 
propr,  "  ^1i  peregrinatio  ex  niJ,  vel  cer- 
"  tatio  aut  conflidhis  ex  niJ,  five  rumi- 
"  natio  ex  TIJ/'  From  what  root  it  may 
derive  the  fenfe  of  polifliing  any  thing, 

or 


[4^] 

or  of  cutting  ftoncs  rather  thafi^  cutting 
any  thing  elie,  I  do  not  know* 

T  H  JE  N  ^gain,  as  to  the  proper  names 
of  tt^n^'^^—^^mekcb  K.  of  Gerar.--^-^^ 
*^  It  means,  fays  Mr  Holloway^  My  Father 
"  is  King,  or  the  King  is  my  Father.-^ — 
«  This  is  a  divine  Name  of  the  Second 
^*  Perfon,  applied  by  abufe  to  the  Pinli^ 
^^fiines  idol,  Moloch''  p.  176.  "  But  in 
*'  it's  rectified  fpiritual  interpretation,  it 
•*  refers  to  God,  the  heavenly  Father, 
«  and  Kin^  of  all/'  &c.  p.  200. 

W«^THER  the  following  account  of 
this  word  may  be  acqqic|cpd  in,  I  know 
not :  but  it  feems  much- preferable  to  that 
given  by  M,x  HoUoway.  It  is  in  the  Poly- 
glott  Index  of  proper  Names,  l^OOK  Pa- 
ter Regis,  five  Rcgum  fummus.  Rex 
dignitate  rellquos  reges  antecellens.  Ge* 
neralc  nomen  eft  Paleftinorum  Regum 
peripdc  atque  Caefar  Romanorum  Impe* 
tatorum* 

byQ  Jbimelech's  captaiq  of  the  hoft. 
Gm.  ?cxi.  22.  Pbicoly  fays  our  author, 
«  literally  figniiies  a  perfeSi  mouthy  and 
"therefore  mu/i  fpiritually  denote  a  fin* 
"cere  and  true  confeffion,    and  requeft 

"  to 
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''  to  be  adqutted  into  covenaAt  with  thft 
"  faithful."  p.  200.  ., 

Vide  indices. ^Polyg.  &  Rom. 

^ySi  Os  oipniupi :  which  they  explain  by 
omnis  lingiff^,  pr^i  oris  perfeSHoJh^  co^funh 
matio.  Bi;^  perhaps,  this  derivation  fhould 
be  rather  xjuderftood  in  the  fenfe  of  0^ 
omnium,  n^outh  of  all,  or  of  every  on^ 
a$  being  tlixcmipft  fuitable.to  the  bufinel^ 
of  the  captstin  of  an  hoft,  who  may  pro*- 
perly  be  faid  tQ  be  the  mouth  of  all  hi| 
foldiers,  both  as  he  is  to.  give  the  wor^ 
of  command  tQ  all,  and  as  he  is  tQ  reprpt 
fe;nt  the  behaviour,  actions,  and  wa^ts  of 

aU.  V  '      ,  .: 

T  o  mention  but  one  naore. 

pnsy  Epbron.  Gen.  wciii.  8,  jo.  Pul- 
vis,  five  hinnulus,  aut  plumbcus>  ex  *if)jr^ 
See  the  Indejces.     . 

EPHRON  th^  fon  of  Zc^r.]  Ephrw^ 
fays  Mr  Ifollmuiy  *^  fignifies  the^  exaltatioQ 
"  of  the  duft  ',  and  Zoar  the  pure  brigh^ 
*'  one,  the  light.  The  iniquity  of  thefe 
"  heathens  was  not  yet  full.  They  h44 
"  fome  notion  of  the  divine  Light  wit|^ 
"the  Refurredtion  to  be  cifFecfted  by  him^ 
"  For  in  thefe  names  they  appear  tohavf 
"^  yet  (in  part)  recpgnized  thefe  particulars^ 

!!  though 


<'  though  not  without  their  idoiatroDds  ihif^ 
"  applications."      Left^  and   Spirit^    p. 

1221. 

Thus  the  words  exhibit,  in  our  au-* 
thor's  way,  an  adumbrative  gofpel. 

Yet  nnX  is  ufed  but  twice  in  the  Scrip- 
tures. Once  to  fignify  white  ivool^  Ezek. 
xxvii.  1 8.  and  once  a  white  Jhe-afs^  J^dg. 
V.  lo.  And  on  what  authority  then, 
doth  Mr  Holloavay  interpret  it,  the  pure 
bright  one^  the  light  ?  It  is  true,  the  Sama-^ 
ritafij  both  text  and  verfion,  reads  nnv  i 
but  neither  is  this  ufed  in  the  fingulaf 
number  for  lighty  unlefs  it  may  feem  to 
have  fomething  of  that  fenfe.  Gen.  xvi.  6- 
where  we  render  it  a  window. 

And  fuppofing  further,  what  is  quite 
uncertain,  that  Ephrm  had  his  name  from 
du/iy  what  is  there  in  it  to  convey  the 
idea  of  exaltation  alfo  ?  even,  if  we  confi* 
der  with  our  author,  the  Refurrefiion  as 
an  exaltation  of  the  duft  ? 

Allowing  that  the  Canaanitei^  iii 
impofing  of  names,  intended  to  recognize 
fome  great  truths  in  Religion,  (though 
this  can  never  be  proved)  might  not  the 
Light  J  if  it  was  fuggefted  in  part  by 
wbitenefi^  feem  rathei:  among  thde  htA.-^ 

theos 
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thehs  fo  have  been  an  idea  of  the  mdterinl 
light  whiph  God  created  ffie  firft  day,  of 
which  they  might  have yZ>;^^  notion \ytczxxi^ 
tradition  might  inform  thetn  of  it  ? 

Or  if  the  idea  oi duji  were  ihtended  to 
be  at  all  conveyed  in  the  name  EpbroHy 
may  it  not  more  reafonably  be  prefumed  to 
have  been  meant  of  the  dujl  of  the  groundy 
out  of  which  man  was  formed,  and  to 
which  he  was  doomed  to  return,  than  to 
the  general  Refurredlion  ?  For  the  tradition 
of  the  former  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  re-* 
mained  and  held  as  a  facred  dodtrine  a- 
mong  them  j  but  that  they  ihould  have 
any  notion  of  the  Refurrecflion  feems  im* 
probable* 

Therefore  there  is  little  reafon,  I 
think,  for  what  Mr  Holkway  obferves^ 
when  he  adds  •'  •  "  Thefc  names  there*- 
*^  fore^  however  imperfeSly  or  corruptly 
**  they  were  born  or  impofed  by  their 
"  Pagan  owners ;  yet  with  refped  to  the 
^*  Patriarchal  tranfadion  here  before  us, 
(viz.  the  purchafe  of  Macbpelaby  for  the 
burial  of  Sarab)  *^  they  fignified  his  (A-^ 
*^  Sraham's)  hope,  that  the  duft  of  his 
**  dead  fhould  be  reftorcd  from  it's  ftate 
"  of  diflblutioh  iit  the  grave,  to  a  ftate  of 
E  "  cxultatioii 


[  5°! 

^^  exultation  and  joy,  when  it  ihotM  ht 
"  raifed   again    by    the    Light,    Chrift/^ 

p.  221. 

But  the  reader  will  judge  for  himfelf, 
whether  Mr  HoUoway  hath  given  a  fatif- 
£a£tory  account,  how  fuch  nanves  came  to 
be  impofed  and  borne  by  the  Pagans,  as 
did  fpiritoally  fignify  what  he  infers  from, 
them }    or  whether  he  hath  made  a  pro- 
per application  of  thofe  names  to  Abra-- 
ham\  affairs,  and  thereby  to  the  concerns 
of  Religion.    For  neither  arc  his  etymo- 
logies of  the:  words  always  the  moft  pro- 
bable, nor  hia  rectified  feniie  of  the  literal 
eonflarufftion  of  thofe  words  the  moft  ju- 
dicious.    And  notwithftanding  he  tells  us^ 
p.  1223 <  that  the  whole  reafim  and  analogy 
of  the  Scriptures  do  fuggeft  his  method  of 
interpretalaon ;  the  reader,  perhaps,  from 
confidering  thefe  fpecimens  of  it,    will  be 
inclined  tio  think  of  his  metlK)d,   (whet 
he  himfelf  owns,  ibid,  fomc   do  think,) 
viz.  that  it  is  but  an  arbitrary  vijionary 
thing. 

M  u  c  »  the  greateft  number  of  proper 
names,  withia  the  compafs  of  the  chap- 
ters to  which  toy  cdquiry  hath  be^iv  Con- 
fined, are  omitted  by  Mr  I&lkrtoayy  either 

becaufe 


t  sO 

becaiife  they  fall  not  uiidef  any  ittiffiediate 
tonnexion  with  j4braham\  affairs,  or  tran- 
ikdtions,  ^  or,  perhaps,  becstiife  their 
fpiritual  fenfe  was  ftot  fo  obvious  to  him, 

Wh  At  fpiritual  conftrudlion  the  pro- 
per names  in  Jo/hua  may  be  capable  of^ 
in  their  application  to  the  aifFaifS  6f  the 
Ifraelites^  the  people  of  God,  on  their 
coming  td  inhabit  the  promifed  land,  I 
cannot  fay*  Mr  HoHonvay  has  not  yet 
brought  bis  comment  fo  far  dowrii  ]6ut  as 
far  as  may  be  gathered  from  an  attempt 
or  two  of  this  kind,  that  have  been  ofr- 
cafionally  made  by  other  hands,  there 
feems  no  great  profpeft  of  fuccefs  in  pur- 
fuing  this  method. 

One  of  them  is  made  upoh  tdalab  by 
the  Author  of  the  Chrijiian  Plan^  p.  27- 
TH  e  name  of  this  place  occurs  in  Jo/hi 
kixi  I  J.  where  it  is  mentioned  with  Betb^ 
lebem.  And  therefore  the  learned  Author' 
fuppofes  it  "  may  have  a  myfticdl  mean- 
*^  ing,  is  Bethlehem  confefTedly  has*  And 
*^  the  cities  belonging  to  Zabuhrii  which 
*'  was  within  the  inheritance  of  Judab^ 
"  may  fairly  be  fuppofed  to  be  more  fig-^ 
**  nificant  of  the  properties  and  attributes 
**  of  the  lyon  of  the  tribe  oi  Judaby  when 
E  a  ['  they 
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"  they  were  new  named  by  the  Ifraelitesi 
"  than  thofe  of  fome  other  tribes." 

But  here  are  feveral  things  prefumed, 
I  fear  without  authority.     As, 

1.  That  this  place  was  new  named  by 
the  IJraeliteSy  of  which  there  is  neither 
proof,  nor,  as  I  think,  probability. 

2.  That  though  it  was  allotted  to 
Zabuloriy  it  was  neverthelefs  within  the 
inheritance  of  Judah.  It  is  faid  indeed  of 
the  lot  that  fell  to  Simeon^  that  it  was 
within  the  portion  of  the  children  of 
Judahy  V.  9.  But  it  is  not  fo  faid  of  the 
lot  that  fell  to  Zabulon^  and  the  other 
tribes  mentioned  after  it,  whofe  borders 
have  their  different  defcriptions. 

3.  Neither  doth  it's  ftanding  next  to 
Bethlehem^  prove  it  to  be  within  the  inhe- 
ritance of  Judah.  For  this  is  not  Bethlehem 
yudahy  or  Bethlehem  Ephrata^  where  our 
Saviour  was  born,  (and  which  our  Author 
fays  hath  confeffedly  a  myftical  meaning, 
though  I  am  not  aware  upon  what  autho- 
rity he  aflerts  this)  but  another  Bethlehem^ 
as  all  the  writers  on  the  Geography  of 
Canaan y  which  I  have  feen,  do  agree. 

4.  And  how  the  lyon  oijudah^  a  title 
no  where  given  to  Chrift  but  in  St  "Johri^ 

Apocalypfe 


Apocalypfe  fhould  He  alluded  to  or  thought^ 
of'  by  the  children  of  Zabuhn  when  they 
new  named  the  town,  or  how  k  appears* 
that  they  alluded  to,  or  thought  of  any  lion  * 
in  naming  it  Idalahy  will  want  explaining. 

Then  as  to  the  Etymology  of  the  word- 

itfelf. It  is  compounded  according  tO' 

our  Author,  {fee  Chriftian  Plan,  p.  27.) 
««  of  T  a  hand,  and  rhii.  The  hand  is 
"  the  known  emblem  of  power,  arid 
^*  emphatically  defcribes  it :  fo  that  in  this* 
"  name  is  intimated  and  implied,  a  con- 
*^  junftion  of  power^  and  a  curfe  or  oath' 

*^  of  execration. And  might  be  ira- 

"  pofed  in  the  way  of  a  memorial  to  re- 
"  cord  the  wonderful  tranfaftion,  wherein 
"  a  perfon  of  the  Eflence  covenanted  to 
"  become  a  curfe  in  the  fulnefs  of  time." 

That  it  is  compounded  of  n^  and  ^7^?, 
two  common  Hebrew  words,  (though 
probably  impofed  upon  the  place  before 
Jbraham%  time)  will,  if  indeed  it  be  com- 
pounded of  any  appellative  words,  eafily 
be  allowed.  Bochart  admits  the  compo- 
fition  as  juft,  but  gives  a  different  cojnftruc- 
tion  of  both  the.  words. — Videtur  Idalium 
Phoenicium  ejfe  n^tns  cujus  nomnis  oppidum 
irf  tribu  Zfibplon  menwratUr^  Jof.  xjix.  15. 
'    -:  E  3       ^      Hieronymm 


Werwymus  in  hcis  (fc.  Hebraicis)  feribiii 
Jadela  tanqmm  (onflatd  vQ(e  fx  duapuf  ^^  ^ 
n^^*  JaJ-ela  ad  verium  efi  hcus  Dea^  i.  e, 
locus  Vpneri  facer.  n»  fape  loctfm  Jhtmt^ 
Deut.  xxiii.  iz.  Efa.  Ivi.  5.  Chanaan^ 
L.  I.  c,  3.  p.  373,-— And  hence  Bochart 
ponjcftures,  came  WatXwy  Cypri  nemus  it 
Gppidum^  and  alfo  V^nus  Idalia^  &c. 

But  as  !♦  is  ufed  for  a  place  as  well  a^ 
fin  ba?id^  fo  TVH  fignilies  an  oak  as  well  a^ 
a  curfe.  And  to  interpret  it  (if  Bocharfs 
account  does  not  pleafe)  of  the  place  of  the 
oak^  as  ^  name  ipipofed  by  the  old  Canaan-^ 
ites  agrcably  to  the  names  they  gave  to 
places,  appears  (to  me  at  leaft)  more  rea- 
fonable  than  to  interpret  it  of  the  power  of 
the  curfe  upon  the  re^oiis  alledgjsd  in  the 
Gbrif^ian  flan. 

Yet  though  I  have  mentioned  my  ex- 
peptbn)  ^gainfl:  this  conjet^ture  of  that 
li^arned  Author,  I  muft  do  him  the  juftice 
to  fay  that  lefs  exception  lies  againft  hi$ 
panner  pf  propofing  his  opinion,  which  i* 
with  deiisrenc^. 

The  other  conftrudion  of  this  kind, 
which  J  intended  to  fpeak  a  word  to,  is 
Mr  Rmaine\  in  his  interpretation  of  Baal^ 
4terkh.    Jti^g.  he.  4.-^^  nna  Vm  Temp- 

1««J 
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"  bm  a&i  purificatori  {acrutaV  €X  7J^l. 
^'  impcrans  aer  et  nni  purificator/' — and 
id  his  interpretation  of  n**13  W*  the  God 
Beritb.  Judg.  ix.  46.  where  he  fpeaks^ 
of  the  word  Beritby  as  denoting  the  gre^a 
purifier  who  cleanfeth  us  from  all  fin^  and 
denoting  his  religion  alfi^  &c. 

But  thefe  points  are  advanced  by  him 
on  no  other  foundation,  than  Mr  Hutchin^ 
fori%  peculiar  eonftrudtions  of  '7^5  by  the 
ruling  air^  and  fV'in  by  purifier^  Which 
conftruftions  Mr  R^mdine  hath  fupperadd*'- 
pd  to  the  interpretations  both  oi  Baal  and 
Beritb  given  in  the  index  of  proper  names 
at  the  end  of  the  London  Pofygfyt-,  as  he 
hath  occafionally  added  to  that  index  in 
fome  other  inftances,  what  he  took  and  ap- 
proved of  upon  Mr  Hutchinfon*^  authority. 

But  the  reader  will  find  other  acr 
jcounts  of  this  proper  name  in  Hillers 
Onom.  who  interprets  it  by  Jupiter  foede- 
ralis,  or  Jupiter  Beryto  advedus  p.  758. 
and  in  Bocharfs  Canaan^  L.  Up  c.  17^ 
p,  859.  And  in  Gfiles  Court  of  the  Gen-- 
tilesy  Part,  2.  c.  3.  Se6t.  8.  p.  51.  4to,— f 
The  fubftance  of  which  accounts  from 
Bocbart  and  Gale  is,  that  Baal-beritb  wis 
tl^e  idol  or  goddefs  wor{hipp?d  at  Berytus^ 
E  4  1^  city 


a  city  within  the  tribe  of  Epbraimj  and 
well  known  afterwards, — that  both  the 
city  and  its  goddefs  are  called  Beroe  (the 
pronunciation  of  the  name  being^foftned) 

bv  the  Poet  Nonnus  in  his  Dionyfiac's, » 

That    fhe    was   according    to  that  Poet 
the  daughter  of  Venus  and  Adonis^    but 
according  to  others  of  T'heth  and  Oceanus^ 
and  that  (he  was  worfhipped  in  thofe  parts. 
Bochapt  accounts  for  bv2  being  ufed  of  a 
goodefs,*  and  infifts  on  the  word  Berith 
being  feminine  quia  hehraid  VTO.  femper 
eji  famininum.     Nor  is  it  any  objection  to 
this  (as-he  obferves)  that  the  Ifraelites  &t 
her  up  &rhih  Judg.  viii.  33.  becaufe  the 
Hebrews  applied  D^^^K'  to  a  goddefs,  as 
well  as  to  a  god,  as  in  the  i  Kings  xi.  5, 
and  33.  Afiarte  the  goddefs  (tn^K)  of  the 
Sidonians. 

B  u  T  to  conclude  this  fuWe<ft  of  the 
proper  naraes  in  Canaan.  When  the  If- 
ratites  after  they  took  poiTeffion  of  the 
land  changed  the  old  names  of  their  cities 

...         for 


*t  Thus  alfo  the  Polyglot  index  on  the  word  Baal.--'^ — - 
f*  Eft  proprie  idolum  Sidoniorum  i  Reg.  xvi.  37.  quod 
"  idolom  aliter  dicitur  Aftoreth,  Accipitur  etiam  pro  quo- 
*'  cunque  idolo."— Which  laft  exprelTion  Mr  Romaine  think^ 
proper  to  limit  in  his  index  by  adding — Airi  /aero. 
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for  new  ones,  we  commonly  find  the  old 
name  as  properly  Hebrew,    as   the  new 
name  they  changed  it  for ;  and  fometimes 
likewife  pretty  much  to  the  fame  figni- 
fication.     Thus  "^0  nnp  Kiriath  Sepher^ 
urbs  librorum,  LXX  ^»^*f  yfa/A^aJwy,     jfojh. 
XV.  15.  was  changed  into  ^n.     Which 
city  was  likewife  called  (or  perhaps  it's 
name  was  firft  changed  into)  HiD  n^^jJ 
Kiriah  Senna,  civitas  Rubi,  and  afterwards 
called  DeAir,  Jo/b.  xv.  49.  Thus  mi  IVrt 
V.  27.  Hazzar  Oaiddah,  atrium  agminis  vel 
turmae  equeftris,  is  no  doubt  the  fame  with 
hDID  *Hf n  Hazzar  Sufa^  atrium  equi,  Jofh. 
xix. '5.  and  with  D^DIO  HVPT  atrium  equa- 
rum  or  copiarum  equeftrium   r  Chron.  iy. 
31.     In  which  laft  text  it  is  mentioned, 
in  company  with  the  fame  cities,  whofe 
names  accompany  it  in  Jojb.  xix.  5,     And 
what  is  further  obfervable  in  this  laft  text, 
the  Syriac  and  Arabic  tranflatorg  inftead 
of  D^DSD  ^Vn  retain  mjnvn/    Aqd  both 
fcem  to  be  Canaanitip  names,  becaufe  the 
Ifraelites  who  did  not  make  ufe  of  Horfe-^ 
militia  were  not  likely  to  impofe   fuch 
names. 

'    But   though  we  cannot  be    certain 
liyhat  changes  the  Ifraelites  might  make 
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Sn  the  names  of  the  cities  when  they  todc 
poffefllon  of  them,  yet  the  inftances  above^ 
given  of  proper  Hebrew  names  impofed 
on  meri  and  places  in  Canaan  in  Abraham'^ 
time,  fufficiently  prove  that  Hebrew  was 
anciently  the  vernacular  language  of  that 
country. 

If  the  reader  ihall  think  I  have  dwelt 
too  long  upon  this  head,  and  efpecially 
in  examining  Mr  Holhway's  myftical  in^r 
terpretations  of  proper  names,  |  muft  beg 
lie  would  remember  the  great  authority 
that  is  aicribed  to  them  by  that  Reverend 
Author,  and  the  nSighty  ftrefs  that  ho 
lays  upon  them,  even  fo  far  as  to  look  up? 
.  on  thoie  to  be  in  a  piteous  cafe  who  think 
his  method  of  fpiritual  interpretation  ar- 
bitrary or  fanciful.  I  am  petfuaded  that 
all  who  think  foy  will  the  more  readily  ex- 
cufe  what  I  have  faid,  in  order  to  (hew 
that  feveral  of  thofe  interpretations  (by 
which  the  reft  may  be  pretty  certainly 
judged  of,  as  being  formed  upon  the  fame 
*  plan)  deferve  no  better  a  charafter.  And  I 
^  muft  alfo  ferioufly  defire  the  friends  of  fuch 
interpretations  to  confider,  whether^  though 
iuch  expofitions  may  be  called  fpiritual 
in  the  fenie  of  pious  and*  deypttti  yet  the 

giving 
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giving  out  magifterially  fuch  grpundlefs 
conceits  and  unlikely  conjedtures  as  tht 
meaning  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  may  not 
rather  tend  to  create  irreverence  to  the 
word  of  God,  than  to  do  it  the  honour  that 
the  devifcr  of  them  aims  at;  to  hurt 
Chriftianity  rather  than  enlarge  it's  eviT 
jdence^  and  be  more*  likdy  to  heighteA 
the  conteQipt  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  ar 
mong  unbelievers,  than  to  promote  and 
aflift  die  faith  of  thofe  who  reverence  the 
facred  writings  upon  fufficient  evidence  of 
their  ^uth  fromfetfoftsblesad  grt)UBded 
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S  E  C  T.     III. 


55^  ajfertim  that  the  Biblical  Hebrew  was 
'.  the  language  in  Paradife^  fully  confix 
.    dered, 

i     '.    '      .  '  •       •*-♦     / 

IT  has  betiv  laid  ddwn  as  an  undeni*- 
able  conclufion,  .from  Mr  Hutchinfons 
New  Accounty  &c.  that  the  prefent  He- 
breWy  in  which  Mofes  writy  muji  be  the 
language  of  Paradife,  (Evidence  for  Chri- 
ftianity,  p.  92.)  "  For  the  language  fpoken 
**  before  the  affair  at  Babely  was  the  Ian- 
"  guage  of  Adam.  Mr  Hutchinfon  has 
"  proved,  that  the  fame  language  which 
"  was  fpoken  before,  continued  to  be 
"  fpoken  by  all  men  down  to,  and  at  the 
"  time  of  Mofes.  Therefore  the  Bibli-^ 
"  cal  Hebrew  is  the  language  of  Para-f 
>dife^"   ^ 

But   although  thefe    premifes   tvere 
right,  yet  this  confequcnqe  is  not  juftly 

drawn; 


drawn :  at  leaft  it  will  require  fome  ex-^ 
planation  to  limit  it  to  a  fenfe  in  which  it 
may  be  admitted. 

For,  whofoever  confiders  the  nature 
of  language,  will  be  ready  to  allow,,  that 
the  changd  wljich  the  firft  language  muft 
undergo. in  the  ^compafs  of  1800  years, 
would  be  confiderable  ;  fo  that  although 
the  language  fpoken  immediately  before 
the  affair  at  Babel^  .flight  in  one  fehft 
have  been  called  the  fame  with  the  lan- 
guage in  Paradife ;  as  feveral  of  the  names 
of  animals  might  be  prefervedj  and  re- 
main in  ufage  the  fame  they  were  whert 
firft  impofed ;  and  as  the  roots  of  words 
for  the  rooft  fimple  ideas,  and  the  moft 
common  adtions  of  life,  might  continue 
in  ufe  through  fo  many  ages  5  yet  it  might 
not  be  the  fame  in  another  fenfe,  but  be 
fo  altered  by  increafe  of  words,  and  new- 
inflexions,  applications,  and  conftrud:ion$ 
of  them,  that  the  generations  after  the 
Flood,  could  they  have  heard  the  tongue 
fpoke  by  the  Antediluvians  above.  1600 
years  before,-  would  not  in  all  probability 
havfe  underftood  it,  or  have  taken  it  at 
firft  hearing  to  have  been  the  fame  that 
they  fpake  themfelvcs*      And  if  in  this 

fenfe 
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fctife  tlwy  twtfe  calleid  dtfenfnt  UfigUdgSSi 
h  wottW  be,  I  tlriiik,  accotfdin^  to  our 
common  notion  and  acceptation  of  thofe 
terms. 

Tui  6rft  irthabitaftts  of  the  eafth  weftf 
fiw  ifi  fl«tt»bef,  oceopied  m  few  tlrfngSj 
tsA  hid  not  occi^on  for  thatt  variety  of 
WOrds;  Whfch  tbeif  defcendants  were 
DbKged  to  mftke  uie  of  for  the  tfwrty  new 
things  in  whidh  they  werfc  engaged,  of 
about  which  diey  Were  6i«ployttf*  So 
Ikit  as  Arts  were  inventied,  and  as  Science 
WAS  iiMprcJf  cd,  language  on  conrfe  would 
be  ehlafged,  new  words,  and  technical 
te#ms  ctrined,  and  the  fenfes  of  words  al^ 
ready  ill  uffe  moftiplied,  by  teing  exfend-- 
«d  and  tramferred  to  fubje<fh  to  which 
they  had  not  been  before  ap^ed,  as  well 
as  hf  their  being  dfcd  figuratively,  or  in 
fen^*  of  accommodation;.  In  which  gra- 
dual Cloture  of  Jangtrage  each  focceeding 
generation  wotrld  Improve  trpon  the  for- 
mer. And  this  improvement  in  diifferent 
fettflieij,  or  tribes,  would  not  probably  be 
^uift  the?  fame,  but  fcre  made  in  different" 
cfegre^Si  iXi^  in-  a  nhannef  alfo  fomefhing 
di^rent  j  till  the  language  originally  de-- 
f ived  •  from'  the  fifft  pair.   Was  rendered 

fufficiently 


fvt^aitSj  copimis  dnd  cxiet£ve,  not  dn^ 
•  ly  to  fcrve  all  the  ends  of  life,,  and  con- 
vcrfadon  in  each  femily,  or  tribe,  as  then 
conftituted  and  governed,  f>ut  Ukiewife  u> 
anfwer  all  the  purpofcs.  of  mutual  intet-. 
ligencc,  and  cearrefpandenee  with  the  reft 
of  manJcmd. 

I T  has  been  the  fate  of  all  kngeages, 
as  I  apprehend,,  while  they  were  ^img 
onesy  to  be  liable  to  fuch  chaiaige  and  al-' 
teration^  aa  cuflons  is  foutui^  to  introduce 
into  thofe  which  arc  fpoken  at  pffcfeiat- 
And  though  it  be  truiy  obfcrvedy  that  the 
Hebrew  tcMigtie  appeairs  to  have  had  left 
change  made  in  it  whHe  it  was  a  living 
language,  than  any  other  whereof  we 
have  fpccimens  extant  in  writings  of  dif- 
ferent ages,  yet  there  are  ibmc  pecuKar 
rcafons  to  be  alledged  for  this.  The  fe* 
paration  of  the  Israelites  from  all  other 
nations,  and  the  diverfity  of  their  religious 
Inftiturions,.  Lawa^  and  ♦Cuftoma  from 
thofe  of  all  odier  people,  and  their  ^^ 
ftaining  &om  commerce,,  or  commooka'* 
tion  with)  the  Gentile  worlds  would  great- 
ly contribute  to  the  ftabifity  andi  preferva^ 
tioa  of  their  language  in  thr  flate  ic  was 
left  by  Mofes :  though  whether  fa  effec- 
tually 
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tually  as  to  prevent  all  foreign  mixtiireSi 
or  even  the  coinage  of  fome  new  terms, 
may  be  very  juftly  queftioned  5  for  there 
are  inftances  of  words,  generally  efteem- 
ed  not  to  be  genuine  Hebrew,  but  to  have 
bes.h  either  framed  by  the  Hebrews,  or 
adopted  into  their  language  frorik  other 
tongues,  or  dialedtSi 

Mr  Hutchinfon  himfelf,  who  contends 
for  it's  being  the  primitive  tongue,  fcru- 
plcs  not,  I  think,  to  fpeak  fomething  to 
this  purpofe ;  Introd.  to  Mofes  fine  Princ. 
p.  18.——"  So  whatever  things,  .&c.  the 
"  Hebrews  had,  or  had  knowledge  of, 
"  and  fo  framed  proper  words  for  ^  and  the 
"  Greeks^  Latins^  &c.  had  not,  nor  had 
"  any  knowledge  of,  they  framed  no 
"  words  or  names  for  them."  When,  or 
where  this  vvas  done  by  the  Hebrews,  he 
does  not  fay  j  but  fo  far  as  I  can  gather 
from  his  foregoing  paragraph,  he  means 
it  of  vfordiS  framed  to  raife  true  ideas  of  the 
things  J  aStions^  offices^  places^  and  times  pe^ 
culiar  to  that  people ;  and  which,  indeed, 
if  I  do  not  mifunderftand  him,  leaves 
room  to  infer,  that  there  are  numbers  of 
words  in  the  Scriptures,  which  were 
framed  by  the  Hebrews  after  they  became 

a  peculiar 


i  ppcuHaf  people:     And  if  they  did  this 
to  give  true  ideas  of  their  own  things,  of^ 

Jicesy  (act.  who  will  doubt  but  they  and 
dieir  forefathers;  or  the  perfons  froni 
whotti  they  received  the  language;  did 
frame  new  words,  new  terms  of  fpeechj 
from  time  to  time,  as  neceffity,  coriveni- 
ence,  and  enlargement  of  knbwledgfe  re^ 
quired  ? 

PERftAi^s  i  reafon  may  be  gathered 
from  hence,  why  fome  words  are  found 
in  the  latter  Ptophets,  which  are  not  to 
be  met  with  in  the  Pentateuch  ^  and  a  fup- 
J)ofition  by  patrity  of  reafon  may  be  well 
Supported,  viz:  that  feveral  v^ords  might 
have  been  Ufed  by  Mofes  in  the  Pentateuchy 
(befides  all  the  confipounded  words  for 
names  of  places  or  perfons)  which  were 
not  in  ufe  in  the  times  of  Nimrod  and 
Hebevy  and  that  feveral  words  rtiight  be 
part  of  the  one  language  at  Sbinaafy  which 
were  not  in  ufe  before  thfe  Flood ;  and  fe*- 
veral  alfo  might  have  been  in  common 
uie  ill  the  Ages  of  Methufalehy  Lamechy 
and  Noahy   which  were  unknown  in  the 

•  days  of  Adaniy  Setby  or  Enos. 

I   HAVE   fpoken   hitherto    of   words 

framed,  or  differently  inflefted  for  the  //»- 

F  frovement 
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frtrvement  of  the  language,  and  have  taken 
no  notice  of  the  perverfion  of  words  from 
their  original  meaning,  by  perverfe  men  j 
by  which  the  language  would  be  corrupt- 
ed rather  than  amended,  and  made  to  de« 
generate  from  it's  native  purity. 

I  RESIGN  the  explanation  of  this  to 
Mr  Holhway^  who  tells  us,  {Letter  and 
Spirit^  p.  109.)  that  "  the  apojiate  worlds 
({o  he  expounds  the  earthy  Gen.  xi.  i.) 
**  bejides  one  original  tongue  or  fpeecby  had 
"  all  one  fiile^  or  manner  of  talky  accord-- 
"  ing  to  the  religion  and  pbilofophy  of  Cain, 
^^  then  revived  }^'  that  is,  as  I  prcfMme  his 
meaning  to  be,  they  perverted  the  original 
ufe  of  words,  (efpecially  fuch  as  were  ap- 
propriated, to  facred  truths  and  inftitu- 
tions)  to  wicked  purpofes,  to  the  advance- 
ment of  their  own  idolatries,  and  in  con- 
tempt of  the  true  Religion. 

A.Ni>  he  gives  us  ia  the  next  page, 
(yi?^  no.)  a  very  early  inftance  of  this 
kind  of  abafc  of  words  by  Cain  himfelf, 
whofe  religion  and  philofophy  were,  he 
fays„  revived  after  the  Flood.  For  on  the 
words  in  Gen.  xi.  4.  Let  us  build  Us  a  ctty^ 
.yy  uS  njaJ>  he  remarks, 

''That: 
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**  THAT  isy  according  to  the  Jignt-^ 
^^  Jication  of  the  Hebrew  name  fdr  city^  a 
^^  place  elevated^  or  raifed  Up  in  oppofition 
"  and  hbjiility  againjl  the  Lord.  ■  For 
**  Cainy  in  oppofition  and  contempt  of  the 
^\true  Tabernacle  and  types  of  elevation^ 
"  raifing^  &c.  built  what  ive  call  a  city^ 
"  and  named  it  in  rebellious  mockery y  by  that 
*^  holy  word  y^y  (from  *i1j;  to  awake^  roufcy 
"  rifcy  raife  upyl  &c.)  which  muft  have 
been  ufed,  from  the  beginning,  of  the 
tabernacle  or  place  of  worfhip  given  to 
Adam  after  the  Fall,  according  to  the  fam6 
author.     See  more  to  the  fame  purpofe  in 

p.  no,    III. 

No  w  if  the  cafe  really  was  as  he  repre- 
fents  it,  here  is  a  new  fenfe  given  to  a 
Hebew  word,  which  was  nt>t  it's  fenfe  in 
the  language  oi  Adam\  but  the  noun  \t 
perverted  irom  it's  original  meaning,  and 
applied  to  another  Subjcd,  or  what  tve 
€all  a  city.  And  though  it  was  thus  ap- 
plied at  fir  ft  in  rebellious  mockery  of  the 
true  Religion,  yet  it  hath  continued  under 
that  application  as  a  proper  Hebrew  word ; 
and  is  ufed  frequently  by  MofeSy  not  only 
for  the  heathen  and  idolatrous  cities  be- 
longing to  the  pofterity  of  Hamy  but  for 
F  2  the 
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the  cities  of  the  people  of  God,  evctl 
thofe  appointed  for  the  ufes  of  their  reli- 
gion and  laws.  As  the  cities  nj^  of  the 
Levites^  Lev.  xxv.  32.  Gf  aliii.  d^pD  hjf 
Cities  'of  Refuge,  Numb.  xxxv.  1 1.  Gf  aliiii 
And  if  one  word  was  thus  made  to  de-* 
viate  from  it's  firft  and  proper  fignification 
by  Cain,  numberlefs  other  words  might 
have  been  alfo  abufed  by  him,  and  his 
wicked  poflerity,  after  the  fame  manner ; 
and  a  confiderable  change  might  have 
been  made  in  the  Paradifiacal  language 
by  this  me^ns,  which  Mr  Holkway  fup- 
pofes  to  have  been,  in  one  inftance,  taken. 
And  if  the  Hebrew  really  was,  and 
could  be  proved  to  have  been  an  ideal 
language  in  Paradife,  of  what  ufe  would 
this  knowledge  be  to  us,  if,  neverthelefs, 
the  language  was  tranfmitted  to  us  through 
the  hands  of  thofe  who  could. arbitrarily 
fix  new  ideas,  and  give  new  fignifications 
to  words  which  did  not  correfpond  with 
their  primitive  and  true  meaning  ?  unlefs 
we  certainly  knew,  (and  it  feems  impoflible 
to  know  it  certainly)  what  thofe  words  in 
the  language  were,  which  have  wholly 
'  efcaped  this  injury  and  abufe. 

And 
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And  If  it  be  further  confidered,  that 
the  pofterity  of  Seth^  and  the  pofterity  of 
Cain  \vere  for  fome  time  feparated,  during 
which  time  the  one  language  would  under- 
go different  alterations  in  the  two  refpeftive 
lines  J  and  then  again  were  mixed  toge- 
ther by  intermarriages,  which  on  courfe 
would  produce  a  compound  language  with 
all  the  improvements,  or  all  the  difadvan- 
tages  it  had  received  during  their  fepara- 
tidn  ;  we  may  eafily  conceive  how  much 
the  language  of  Paradife  muft  have  been 
changed  in  the  days  of  Noah  and  his  fons, 
from  what  it  had  originally  been:  and 
that  in  the  XVIIth  Century  of  the  world, 
the  one  language  of  mankind  was  not 
in  all  refpedts  the  fame  with  that  of 
Adam. 

A  N  D  it  is  fcarce  credible  that  further 
changes  fhould  not  have  been  made  in  it 
upon  NoaUs  family  coming,  as  it  were, 
into  a  new  world  ;  wherein  many  things 
muft  appear  to  them  without  precedent, 
or  example,  in  the  old  world.  Perhaps, 
the  whole  method  of  cultivating  the 
ground  might  be  different  from  what  it 
had  been,  as  it  is  generally  thought  the 
earth  was  not  in  the  fame  ftate  after  the 
F  3  Deluge,^ 


Deluge^  that  it  was  in  before  it.     And 
fome    have    fuppofed    the  ftate  of    the 
clouds  and    meteors  was    different  alio. 
Then  it  was  that  Noah  began  to  be  an 
hufbandman  ^   and  he  planted  a  vine-^yard. 
And  making   wine   is  efteemed  to  have 
been  his  invention ;  to  whom  alfo  the  firft 
grant  was  given  of  eating  flefli.     Thefe 
alterations  in  nature,  as  well  as  in  diet, 
would  occafion  new  terms  in  things  of 
common  experience  and  ufage ;  the  num- 
ber of  which  terms  would  probably  ftill 
increafe,  as  mankind  did.   From  all  which 
reafons,   it  is  to  be  prefunied,   that  the 
Noacbical  language,    or  that  which  was 
Ipoken  in  the  laft  age  of  the  Antediluvian 
world,  would  receive  many  additions  to 
it,  more  or  lefs  advantageous,  till  the  days 
of  Heber^  and  Peleg^  in  whofe  time  the 
earth  was  divided. 

Indeed,  if  this  had  not  b?en  the  ftate 
of  the  primaeval  language,  (whether  it 
were  Hebrew  or  not)  it  would  have  been 
a  {landing  miracle,  and  harder  to  account 
for  than  the  miracle  wrought  at  Babel^ 
>vhich  Mr  Bate  fays,  ha5  proved  fucb  an 
unfortunate  rock  to  the  learned^  that  many  of 
(l)epi  have  mad(:  Jhipwreck  there  of  their  com-. 

mQft 
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mon  fenfe.    (Scripture  meanifig  of  Aleim, 
p.  88.)      , 

But,  if  the  (late  of  the  firft  language 
was,  as  I  have  been  reprefenting,  upon 
the  moft  reafonable  fuppofition  we  can 
make,  upon  a  fubjedt  on  which  we  are 
obliged,  for  want  of  dafa^  to  ufe  conjec- 
tures :  What  becomes  of  Mr  Moodys  con^ 
clufion,  that  If  Hebrew  was  the  language 
before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  affair  at 
Babely  then  the  Scriptures  were  wrote  in 
the  language  of  Paradife  ?  which  is  much 
fuch  a  kind  of  inference  as  I  fhould  make 
in  faying,  If  Englifh  was  the  language  of 
our  country  in  King  Henry  the  Vlllth's 
time,  then  Mr  Moody  has  wrote  his  book, 
intitled.  Evidence  for  ChrifHantty^  in  the 
language  of  the  age  of  Henry  the  Ift : 
which  is  in  me  fenfe  true  5  in  another  it  is 
not  {q.  It  rs  the  fame  language,  as  it  hath 
been  continued  under  various  changes, 
yet  hath  never  been  loft,  or  totally  alter*, 
ed.  The  proper  names  of  men,  coun- 
tries, cities,  rivers,  mountains,  &c,  are 
preferved,  for  the  moft  part,  the  fame 
they  were.  Many  of  the  appellatives, 
terms  of  art,  of  aftion,  of  office,  &c, 
and  many  of  the  particles  are  the  &me 
F  4  alfo. 
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alfo.  And  yet,  in  other  refpeds,  the  lan- 
guage is  fo  different  now,  from  what  it 
then  was,  that  a  perfon  living  600  years 
ago,  would  have  been  as  little  able  to 
underftand  the  EngUJh  of  the  prefent  age, 
as  the  ordinary  people  now  are  able  to  un- 
derftand  the  Englifh  ^w'rqte  in  the  reign  of 
Henry  the  Ift.  *. 

And  thus,  as  I  take  it,  Mr  Moody's  af- 
fertion  ilands,  in  regard  to  the  language 
of  MofeSj   and  the  language  of  Paradife 
being  t^e  fame.     Which,  although  it  may 
be  true  in  a  fenfe,  that  will  do  him  little 
fervice  towards  fupporting  the  inferences 
be  woujd  draw  from  their  fuppofed  iden- 
tity;   yet  is  hot  true^   or  rather,   cannot, 
without  the  greateft  improbability,  be  af- 
firmed to  be  fo,  in  the  only  fenfe  that  will 
ferve  his  purpofe,  viz.  that  all,  or  moft 
of  the  words  ufed  by  Mofes^   were  words 
in  ufe  at  the  beginning  of  the  world  y  or, 
that  Mofes  could  defcribe   nothing  con- 
cerning the  formation  of  the  vvorld,  or 

the 


*  Note.  It  was  in  the  latter  en4  of  this  reign  when 
Saxon  took  a  form;  which  is  reputied  to  be  the  beginning 
of  the  Englijb  tongue,  as  diftinguifhed  from  the  old  Saxon. 
And  there  are  feveral  fpecimcns  of  it  in  this  it's  tzx\j 
f^atp,  in  the  Saxon  Chronicles  *  from  1 1 30  to  the  end. 
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jthc  firft  ftate  of  mankind,  by  any  vrovd^ 
framed  in  after-ages,  or  fincc  the  difper- 
fion  at  BaAel,  however  common  in  uf<? 
they  might  be  in  his  time,  aiid  familiar . 
jto  thofe  Hebrews^  for  whofe  inilru<9:ioa 
ajid  benefit  he  wrote  th?  acpount  of  thofe 
things. 

And    this  way   of    reafoning  ftands 
equally  good,  I  apprehend,  upon  Mr  JS?/- 
hwafs  fcheme  of  proving  the  primaevity 
of  the  Hebrew^  viz.   that  Heber  and  bis 
friends^  not  being  partakers  in  the  crime  at 
Babel  J  retained  the  original  facred  language^ 
with  thtvcfaitb^    apd  underjianding  entire^ 
4nd  unhurt.     (Letter  and  Spirit y  p.  122.) 
That  is,  they  retained  the  one  language 
Qf  the  world,  as  it  was  fpoke  by  the  dc- 
fcpndapts  of  Noaby  In  Heber  s  days,  and 
before  it  w^s  loft  or  divided  among  the 
projectors   at   Sbinaar.      For   he  cannot 
jnean,  I  think,  that  Hebery  and  the  faith- 
ful with  hini,    regained  a  different   lan- 
guage (though  he  ufes  the  word  facred) 
from  that  which  was  fpoken  by  Hants 
pofterity  before  their  difperfion;    becaufe 
he  fays,   p.  109.   that  "  tbe  ^evoberSy  or 
f*  apojlate  worldy    be/ides  tbe   one  original 
][  tongu0iy   or  fpeecby   bad  all  one  Jiile  or, 
♦     '         *'  '  "  manner 
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^^  manner  of  /^z/ii."— —  And  at  p.  114. 
«  BefiJes  their  being  united  in  the  original 
^^  language^  they  'were  confederated^  as  the 
«  Ffalmifi  exprejfes  itj  in  an  evil  word  or 
^^Jpeecbr 

S  o  that  although  Heber  and  bis  friends 
did  not  ufe  the  fame  impious  ftile,  or  man- 
ner of  talk,  that  the  apoftates  did,  nor  af- 
fociate  with  them  either  in  their  evil  words 
or  evil  dcfigns ;  yet  they  could  not  retain 
any  other  language  than  that  which  was 
before  the  Confufion,  common  to  alL 
And  therefore,  although  Mofes  fhould  be 
fappofed  to  have  wrote  in  the  fame  lan- 
guage ihzt  Heber  retained,  yet  it  might 
be,  for  the  reafons  above  given,  as  diffe-. 
rent  from  the  language  fpoken  in  Paradife, 
as  the  prefent  Englijh  differs  fron)  that 
which  was  fpoke  600  years  ago. 

But  there  is  not  that  evidence,  I  think, 
that  Mofes  wrote  in  the  language  which  is 
fuppofed  to  be  retained  by  Heber ^  &c, 
and  tranfmitted  through  the  Patriarchal 
line,  that  there  is  of  his  writing  in  the 
language  of  Canaan,  which  the  children 
of  Ifrael  fpake  when  they  came  out  of 
J^^ty  viz.  the  language  which  Abraham 
found  in  Canaan  when  he  came  firft  thi-^ 

ther. 
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ther,  though  perhaps,  at. the  cgrefe  of 
his  pofterity  out  gf  Egypt  fomething  al- 
tered, as  it  well  might  be  in  the  courfe  of 
fo  many  years. 

As  Abraham  was  a  Syrian  by  birth, 
there  is   no  room  to  fuppofe   otherwife, 
than  that  he  was  bred  up  in  the  Syrian 
language,  and  converfed  chiefly  in  it  till 
his   removal   from   Haran    into  Canaan^ 
where  the  great  affinity  between  the  two 
dialefts  would  make  the  latter  foon  ealy 
and  familiar  to  him.     Mr  Hutchinfon^  in- 
deed,  feems  to  make  no  difference  be- 
tween the  two  languages ;    but  the  Scrip-^ 
ture  doth,  as  early  as  the  return  of  Jacob 
from    Padan-Aran.      And  Mr  Holhway 
doth  not  feem  to  difallow  the  difference, 
by  what  he  obferves  on  an  expreffion  in 
the  Targum  of  Jonathan^  upon  the  impo- 
fition  of  the  name  Mabanaim  by  Jacob, 
viz.  "  And  he  called  the  name  of  the  place 
**  in  the  language  of  the   houfe  of  the 
*'  fanftuary,    Mabanaim ^    as  if  (fays  Mr 
"  Holloway)  the  pure  Hebrew  language 
**  had  been  referved  for  facred  ufes,  and 
*•  the  Aramitijh  had  been  vulgar  to  Jacob 
^*  and  his  family,  even  at  that  time.*'  (Lrf- 
^er  0nd  Spirity  p.  382.) 

That  J 
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That  Laban  the  Syrian  (Heb.  ♦JD^KH) 
fo  called  Gen.  xx\r.  20.  talked  in  the 
Aramitijh  dialedt  there  is  prcK)f  from  Gen. 
xxxi.  47.— -That  ^acoh  and  his  family 
which  he  had  gotten  in  Padan-aram  did 
fo  top,  while  he  ftayed  there,  little  doubt 
can  be  made;  although  he  had  himfelf 
lived  long  enough  in  Canaan  to  be  perfe6t- 
ly  acquainted  with  Canaanitijhy  which  was 
dlfo  his  native  tongue ;  and  probably  he 
might  te^ch  if  in  his  family  while  he  was 
yet  in  Syria.  But  that  Hebrew  fliould 
have  been  the  cuftomary  language  of  the 
line  of  Sheniy  or  particularly  of  that  family 
to  which  jihrabam  belonged,  is  no  where 
feid,  nor  can  be  proved;  at  leaft  not 
proved  by  any  other  argument  than  what 
gives  equal  evidence  of  Hebrjpw  being  the 
vernacular  tongue  of  Canaan ;  and  that  is 
the  correfpondence  of  proper  names  given 
to  Hekers  defcei^dants  (in  the  tenth  of 
Genejis)  with  the  Hebrew  tongue.  And 
yet  this  circumftance  that  Lflbany  the 
fon  of  Bethuely  fon  of  Nahor^  Abraham'^ 
brother,  talked  the  Aramitijh^  appears 
on  the  other  hand  to  make  againil  it^ 
For  if  Hebrew  had  been  the  conamoa 

language 
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language  oi  Abrahani%  houfe  and  kiiidrtd 
in  Syria^  it  feems  unaccountable  how 
it  fhould  have  been  fo  foon  forgotten, 
or  fo  foon  changed  in  that  family,  inni- 
mediately  as  it  were  upon  Abrahams 
leaving  them,  as  if  he  had  carried  it 
wholly  a^yay  with  him  when  he  removed 
from  Haran. 

A  N  D  it  feems  as  unaccountable,  if  it 
were  not  the  language  of  the  old  Canaan^ 
itesj  how  Abraham^  a  foreigner,  and  a 
fojourner  among  them,  with  a  fniali  re-* 
tinue  at  £r{l,  fhould  be  able  in  fo  fhort 
a  time  to  introduce  the  Hebrew  into  all 
the  borders  of  Canaariy  and  to  perfuade  io 
many  different  tribes  and  diflindt  commu-- 
nities,  who  had  among  them  the  whole 
power  and  dominion  of  the  land,  to  quit 
their  owa  dialedt,  whatever  it  was,  and 
to  embrace  and  ufe  his :  efpecially  as  he 
appears  to  have  had  no  other  commerce 
or  communication  with  them,  than  the 
neceflities  of  his  peregrination  and  tem- 
porary fojournments  among  them  required. 
Or  if  he  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  had 
this  extraordinary  influence  over  them 
during  his  own  time,  and  that  the  fame 
effedls  of  it  were  continued  in  the  times 

of 
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At  'Examination  offome  further  particular^ 
touching  the  primavity  of  the  Hebre^ 
Tongue. 


THAT  the  one  language  of  the  earth! 
was  not  utterly  loft,  but  is  that? 
which  was,  and  is  now  called,  the  He-i 
brew,  is  a  fentiment  which  has  been  long 
and  greatly  favoured.  So  that  Ravis  had 
feme  reafon  to  fay  (as  Mr  Bate  tells  me; 
in  his  Scripturef  meaning  of  jileimy  p.  56* 
that  all  the  heft  authors^  (by  which  I  pre- 
fume  he  meant  many  of  thi  beft  authors) 
do  earneftly  contend  to  ha*oe  Hebrew  efcapt 
the  confufion.  Some  indeed  haVe  done 
their  beft  to  prove  it.  And  moft  di  them 
have  fhewn  a  great  partiality  (which, 
on  account  of  it's  motive,  I  wiH  not 
blame)  on  that  fide  of  the  queftiori.  But 
tfhen  Mr  Bate  adds  with  feeming  pleafure 

as 


kl  a  tonfequence  of  this — ^^Ravis,  and 
iaff  the  bejl  authors  are  on  ourjide^  I  muft 
beg  leave  to  afk  him  how  this  can  be? 
When  he  With  Mr  HutcbinfoHy  (arid  all 
on  that  fide  who  aflert  there  was  no  con- 
fufion  bf  languages  at  all  at  Babel^  but 
only  a  confufion  of  confejjions)  arc  in 
that  pbint  againft  Ravh  arid  all  authors  ? 
From  what  did  Hebrew,  as  a  language 
efcape  according  to  their  new  account  of 
the  confu/umf 

H  E  adds  further  (ibid.)  Let  the  DbStof 
produce  one  man  of  note  who  fays  other  wife. 
■  ■■  I  might  refer  him.  Were  it  ncceflfary 
to  fatisfy  his  demand,  to  ^Tbeodoret  Syrus^ 
Gregory  NyJfeUy  among  the  Ancients, 
Grotius^  HuetiuSj  R.  Simon  among  the 
Moderns,  and  to  fome  of  our  learned 
countrymen  of  no  fmall  note  whom  I 
could  name:  but  he  doth  not  feem  to 
have  any  right  to  make  this  challenge 
till  he  himfelf  ftiall  produce,  at  leaft  one 
man  of  note,  who  hath  interpreted  the 
tranfa(3:ion  at  Babel  in  the  manner  that 
Mr  Hutcbinfon  hath  done. 

I  A  M  by  no  means  difpofed  to  difparage 

the  Hebrew  tongue  in  any  refpeft.    But 

inftead  of  makmg  an  eftimate  of  it  from 

G  what 
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what  the  Rabbinical  Jews  have  faid  abotit 
it,  (not  only  without  any  authority,  but, 
I  think,  irrationally)  or  from  what  fome 
very  worthy  men  and  good  Chriftians 
have  advanced,  in  the  abundance  of  their 
hearts, -y^r  a  sdemonjlration  of  ifs  fupreme 
dignity  and  preeminence^  &c.  (See  Prefece 
to  tire  Chriftian  Plan,  p.  8,  9.)  I  fihould 
rather  chuie  to  judge  of  it  with  impartial 
Kty,  and  to  fpeak  of  it  with  caution,  and 
according  to  the  beft  intelligence  we  can 
get  concerning  it,  and  according  to  the 
mod  rational  conclufions,  or  mofl  probable 
inferences  y^e  cao  make  from  thence. 

The  Hebrew  Scriptures  contain  fomc 
words  which  there  is  all  reafon  to  fuppoie 
tvere  thofe  very  names  which  Aiam  gave 
to  animals  in  i'aradife ;  and  fome  verbs 
alfo,  from  whence  thofe  nouns  are 
ijlQriyed)  unlef^  the  verbs  themfelves  (as 
lAv  Hutcbinfon  appears  to  have  thought,) 
are  to  be  referred  to  thofe  names  as  their 
roots.  Some  alfo  of  the  proper  names 
ef  tho  j4ntedilm?ians  ^t^  trapfmitted  there* 
by  with  their  fignificBtions,  in  Hebrew, 
whence  certain  roots  (though  ibme  of 
them  are  common  to  other  of  the  oriental 
^pgues)    are  known  to  have  beeo   par( 

of 
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of  the  language  of  the  old  world.  And 
we  have  this  intelligence  concerning  pro- 
per names  and  their  fignifications  (among 
other  things  of  infinitely  greater  value 
and  concern  to  us)  from  one  of  the  moft 
authentic,  as  well  as  by  much  the  earlieft 
writer  in  the  worlds 

But  doth  it  follow  from  hence  that 
the  Hebrew,  as  ive  have  it  in  the  Bible^ 
was  the  language  of  Adam  in  Paradife,  as 
Mr  Moody  and  the  ai^tbor  of  the  Q)rijiian 
Plan  conclude  ?  Or  that  It  was  the  uni- 
verfal  language  of  the  whole  earth  con- 
tinued down  to  Mofes^s  time  without  any 
other  language  interfering  with  it,  as 
Mr  Hutchinfon  and  Mr  Bate  fuppofe? 
Or  that  it  intirely  efcaped  the  Confufion, 
as  Ravis  and  others  have  contended? 
Or  that  it  efcaped  the  Confufion  only  itt 
the  line  of  Sbem^  and  it  did  not  efcape  it 
In  the  pofterity  of  Ham^  as  Mr  Hollewcy 
Cpnjedures  ? 

None  of  thef6  conclufions  can  be 
juftly  drawn  j  none  of  thefe  hypothefes 
can  be  reafonably  built  on  thofe  few 
teoiains  of  the  primaeval  tongue  which 
the  Scriptures  haye  preferved  to  us  in  the 
etymologies,  <^c.'  Becaufe  it  Was  to  be 
G  2  expected 
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e^pe^ed  in  confequence  of  the  Confudoifl 
at  Baiel^  according  to  the  Scripture 
account  of  it,  that  fome  fragments  of  the 
original  tongue  would  be  preferved  in  all 
the  dialedts  that  were  formed  out  of  it's 
ruins.  That  Hebrew  has  it's  (hare  of 
them  is  not  to  be  doubted.  But  that  it  is 
the  language  itfelf  of  the  old  world, 
efcaping  the  catafirophe  at  Baiei,  and 
preferved  pure  and  intire  iii  the  line  of 
the  Patriarchs,  will  require  other  proofs 
than  the  etymological :  becaufe  they  are 
neither  evidence  of  no  Conftifion^  nor  of 
Hebrew  efcaping  the  Confufion,  if  there 
was  ont, 

M  R  Holloway  as  I  obferved  in  the  firft 
Sedion,  has  in  his  Letter  and  Spirit^  laid 
enough  to  fhew  the  miftake  of  fuppofing 
there  was  no  confufion  of  language.  He 
proves  that  Jhaphah^  lip,  is  ufed  for  lan- 
guage, p.  120, — 124,  He  tells  us  that 
"  there  is  a  general  tradition  in  the  Eaft 
"that  Pekg  the  fon  of  Heber  was  fo 
*'  named  prophetically  by  his  father  for 
\^  a  fign  and  monument  of  the  difpeffion 
"  of  the  nations  by  the  divifion  of  tongues. 
^  "  — That  PfaL  \v.  \cr.  9,    in  particular 

\        "  refers  to  the  means  of  the  divifion  of 
^  :  "the 
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**  the  nations  by  the  divifion  of  tongues. ■ 

"  Swallow  up,  O  Lord,  and  divide  (He-* 
"  brew,  Palleg)  their  tongues.  Which 
"  likewife  admirably  defcribes  the  very 
"  manner  of  that  confufion  j  as  fufficiently  ' 
"intimating  two  things,  ift,  That  the 
"  fubftance  of  the  one  original  language, 
**  was  firft  funk,  and,  as  it  were,  fwallow- 
"  ed  up  in  a  vaft  chaos  of  univerfal  bab- 
"  h\i;  And  adly,  That  out  of  that  bab- 
ble, or  jargon,  ^t  w^s  again  (by  another 
aft)  divided  or  broken  into  many  parti- 
cular diflbnant  dialedts,  or  (ongucs." 
Letter  and  Spirit^  p.  125. 

N  9  vy,  if  this  yvas  the  cafe,  By  what 
eyidenpc  doth  it  appear,  (if  one  may  pre- 
fume  to  afk  fuch  a  queftion)  that  the  Hc!> 
brew  might  not  have  been,  one  of  theiJb 
particular  dialcfts  ox  tongues,  into  which 
the  one  original  language  was  thus  divided 
and  broken  ? 

Mr  Hollowafs  faying,  that  the  ponfu- 
fion  of  tongues  was  confined  to  the  pro- 
geny of  Haniy  doth  not  well  cqnfift  wifih 
what  he  fays  about  Peieg's  being  fo  named 
as  a  monument  of  the  difpej-fion  of  the 
nations,  by  the  divijion  of  tongues  -,  and  a-' 
J)Out  the  PfalmifVs  referring  in  the  words 
G  3  .-r-prityV 
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3iW7  ;i7S--— to  the  ME  ANS  of 
the  divifion  of  the  nations  BY  THE  DI- 
VISION OF  TONGUES.  For,  if 
there  was  no  divifion  of  tongues  among 
Shem^s  progeny  as. well  as  Ham%  or  if 
the /aid  Jivijion  did  not  at  all  affed  the  fa- 
mily of  Heber^  how  comes  F elegy  one  of 
Shems  defcendants,  ^id  one  of  Heber\ 
fons,  ,to  be  denonxinated  from  tins  divifion  \ 
or.  prophetically  n?imcd  for  a  fign  of  an 
event  in  which  Sbeiri%  race,  (and  Hebers 
family  in  particular)  had  np  concern  ?  It 
may  be  faid,  indeed,  that  according  to 
Genejisii.  25.  Peleg's  name  was  given  him, 
bfcaufe  in  kis  days  the  earth  was  divided]^ 
an  event  that  affedted  the  whole  pofterity 
of  Noah.  But  though  others  may  alledge 
this,  yet  Mr  HoHoway  cannot  confidently 
do  fo,  Becaufe  the  earths  which  was  di- 
vided in  the  days  of  Peleg^  is  the  very 
fame  with  what  is  called  the  nvhole  earthy 
Gen.  xi.  Which  is  r^ftrained  by  him,  p. 
109.'  to  the  apojlafe  worlds  the  wicked pro^ 
geny  of  Ham,  with  whom  Heber  took  ho 
part,  and  had  no  connexion.  And  in  this 
fenfe  of  earthy  as  confined  to  Ham's  line, 
(and'^^IRH,  Gen.  x.  25.  cannot  be  inter-? 
preted  difFprently  ffpm  pti  J3,  Gen.  xi.  i.) 
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tJwre  is  no  more  reafon  to  think  Peleg 
ihould  be  named  from  it's  difperfiony  than 
from  the  divijim  of  ift  language.  ; 

But  what,  above  all,  bears  hard  t)h 
Mr  Hdioway^-^K^mQiiofi^^xAlxi^zt^^ over- 
throws it,  is,  (a  circumftance  that  not  on-' 
ly  Mr  ISuUhinJon^  but  many  of  the  beft 
authors  contend  for,  viz.)  that  Hebrew 
was  this  language  of  old  Canaan.  So 
thajt  if  .if  were  as  generally  allowed,  as  if 
is  pofitivdy  ailerted  by  Mr  HoUtript^^  thtt 
fleberj  and  his  friends  ^nd  family,  fpoke 
the  Hebrew,  this  can  be  no  proof"  that 
thpy  were  ^exemptcd  from  the  efle6te  oF 
the  4COrtfafion  at  Baiely  (mce  the  Caha^ 
finitesy  who  were  defcended  from  thofc, 
wYioi^  iangmg^^  by  his  6wh  account,  was 
confounded^  talked  Hetoew  too.  For  if 
Hebrew  could  become  iht  language  of 
Canaan  a&er  the  divifion  of  tongues,  or  in 
4:onfequcnce  of  that  divifion,  Why  might 
it  not  become  the  language  of  the  line  of 
Heber^  in  confecjuenc^  alfo  of  the  faid  di-*- 
yifion  ?  Thus  the  ground  of  his  diftinx:^ 
tion  is  taken  away  9  by  Itei^*s  Ikie  ftand^ 
ing  on  the  fanoe  footing  wHh  the  Gm^* 
anites^  in  refpe<ft  of  language:  Both  tf 
tkm  ijfing  th^  primaeval,  or  Noachic,  If 
Q  4  there 
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thert  was  no  cmfujim  of  tongues  ^^  or  both 
of  them  fpeaking  the  faine  dialpd^  formed 
after  the  Confufiqiii  if  thp  primgeval^  or 
Noaphip  l^gqage  W4$  divided  and  broken 
into  many  4^ale(£tS|  as  Mr  Uolbway  pon- 
ccives. 

That  the  Pbemcian  tongaf^  (another 
tprm  fqr  the  Canaanitijh)  was  the  fame 
language  that  was  fpoke  in  Heber*$  linc^ 
with  this  only  difference,  that  by  the  lat<- 
ter  it  was  preferved  in  grpatcr  purity,  is 
acknowledged  not  only  by  Bochart^   as  is 
remarked  above,  but  by  Qn^b.  Voffim^  Lud^ 
Qipeilus,  Hojellusy  Selden,  Waltony  Brere- 
wady  and  others.    And  though  there  are 
as ,  many  great  ngmes  to  be  produppd  in 
favour  of  it's  being  ^Ifo  th)s  prima^al  lan- 
guage, yet  it  \»  to  be  obfervcd,  that  the 
argument    on    which  that   fentiment  i$ 
founded,    (which  is  Dr  Waltm%  Pracir 
puw^  &  maximi  pendens  argumentum)  viz. 
that  the  proper  names  of  the  Ante^diht^ianiy 
(ind  downwards  tq  the  time  of  the  Confiifiony 
fire  Hebrew  by  interpretation^  is  not  with- 
out it's  compietitor?,  or  arguments  drawn 
from  the  very  fame,  topic,  in  favour  of 
ibnie  others  of  the  oriental  dialefts ;  par^ 
itcularly  ihc0a/deey  or  old  Syriacy  which 
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tath  moftly  die  fiunc*roots  from  whence 
Uie    antedilmsian   names   are  taken,    and 
thofe  roots  have  the  fame  fignification  that 
they    have    in    .Hebrew.      This   George 
4mra  hath  fticwn ;    fo  have  the  authors 
of  thf  Univerfal  Hijiory^  in  the  chapter  oh 
the.  confufion   of  knguages:    And  it  is 
confcffed  by  Hv  Walton  himfclf,   as  true 
for  the  moft  part.     Not  that  thiis  may  be 
alledged  in  proof  that  the  Chaldee  muft  be 
the  primitive  language,  as  it  was  thought 
^  be  by  l^beodorety   Cambden^  Myricam^ 
and  others.     But  Jt  is  only  a  proof  that 
in  both  the  Hebrew  and  Chaldee  there  are 
preferved  certain  words  that  were  ufed  iii 
the  original  language  of  the  world.     I 
fliall  only  add,  that  Erpenius  thought  the 
^urguments  brought  for  the  primaevity  of 
the  Hebrew  and  Chaldee  refpedively,  were 
io  equally  ballanced,    that  he  chofe    to 
leave  the  difpute  as  he  found  it. 

But  Mr  HoUoFway  thinks,  (Remarks  oa 
Dr  Sharp! z  pieces,  p.  i6.)  ^*  The  decifion 
•"  of  Jofepb  Scaliger^  viz.  Summam  effe  im* 
y  peritiam^  &c.  It  is  the  greateft  mark  of 
y  ignorance  to  fancy  the  Syriac  tongue  to 
*'  be  more  ancient  than  the  HebreWyj  * 
ff  may/erve  to  lay  thefpirit  of  Scepticifm  on 
'         '  '       ^^tbe 
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"  the.  f$ini^  and  to  fct  afidc  the  plaufii 
f^  blene&  of  thofe  arguments  agairrft  the 
;*  Hebrew  primaevity^  which  the  Di&or 
"  had.in  hi$  mind." 

But,  I  apprehend,  with  fubmiffion, 
(bat  Scaligers  judgment  in  this  paflage,  is 
to  l^. pleaded  no  further,  than  that  it  ii 
not^  Jikefy,  that  Heirew  fhould  be  deriveci 
from,  or  be  a  dialed  of  the  Syriac^  m 
that  Syriac  fhomld  be  derived  from,  or  be 
ft  dialed  of  the  Hebrew.  It  may  be  a 
poark  of  tiftfidlfidnefs  in  thofe  languages, 
or  inattention  to  them,  to  f amy  the  Sy^ 
fiac,  motr  ancient  tkan  the  Hebrew  i  yet  it 
may  be  qo  mark  of  either,  to  fiuicy  fkax, 
neither  of  them  is  the  primaeval  language 
of  the  earth,  though  both  of  them  par^ 
take  of  it,  of  h^ve  their  fhare  of  words, 
which  did:bek>ng  to  it  while  it  was  in  fae-r 
lag,  and  the  only  language  in  being; 
fome  of  which  words  they  hold  in  com- 
mon, fome  in  fevcralty,  yet  blended  in 
either  cafe  with  a  variety  of  other  wocds, 
of  whkh  it  doth  not  appear  diat  they 
were  parts  of  the  primitive  language,  but 
were  probably  additiohiB  made  to  each,  at^ 
otr  after  the  Confufion.  . 

The 
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•  The  iai^ance  that  Scaliger  gave,  and 
which  i$  quoted  by  Mr  Holloway^  as  fuf- 
ficient  of  itfclf,  to  refute  tbe.abfurd  notion 
of  Syriac  beit^g  more  ancient,  tjban  Hebrew^ 
(ibid.)  viz.  that  "  ^bo  ^klack.M1^  beh- 
^fare  vcho  Mekha^'  \%  furcly  fomething 
unlucky:  becaufe  the ^r^/-- word  is  no 
lefs  &yriac  than  the  latter'";,  ajid  of?D  (the 
fame  in  fenfc  with  ioSo  or  HdVo,  all 
three  being  fiynW  words)  is  no  lefs  He- 
brew than  "^Vo-  No  lefs  biblical  Hebrew^ 
for  pny  O^O  J^icl)ifeJecb  occurs.  Gen.  xiv. 
1 8.  and  Pfal.  ex.  4. 

•  By  another  like  example,  Scaliger 
might  h»ve  argued,  that  Hebrew  is  oldier 
than  itfdf,  .becaufe  ^Vd  nm/i  he  before 

•jSon.        . ..    ^ 

But  if  ^caliger,  in  making  the  re- 
flexion abovementioned,  had  his  eye  prin*** 
cipally  on  that  fpecies  of  parity  in  the  He- 
brew which  confifts  in  the  brevity  of 
words,  or  jn  the  pautity  of  fyllables  of 
which  they  -are  compoffd ;  Then  it  is  to 
be  obierved,  that  although  the  Hebrew  in 
this  doth  excel  the  Syriac,  and  other  of 
the  oriental  -Languages,  yet  this  is  no 
proof  of  it's  primaevity  j  for  it  is  not  to  b? 
lpom|)ared  in  t]iis  refpe£t   with  tlie  old 

Rmic^  ] 
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Runic  or  Teutonic^  in  which  the  v^ord* 
are  moftly  monofyll^bles.  And  this  gave 
occafion  to  Goropius  Becanus  to  fuppofe 
the  Tetftonic  or  ^kmazfin  was  the  mother 
of  all  languages.  Mr  Ifolhfvay  indeed 
mak^s  very  flight  of  this  fancy  too,  and 
appHes  ScaK^er'sJiimmam  imperitiam  to  it, 
as  an  abfurd  notion  like  that  of  Syriac  be* 
ing  more  aQcient  than  the  Hebrew. 

But  with  his  leave^  though  there  is  no 
proof  of  Ae  Teutonic,  6r  apy  other  of  the 
barbarous  languages  having  exiftence  be^ 
fore  the  Cgnfufion,  yet,  Jo  far  as  tf>e  plea 
goes^  from  Ac  finiplicity  and  (hortnefs  of 
words,  thofe  old  languages  which  abound 
moft  in  monofyllables,  have  the  beft  title 
to  be  thought  the  moft  ancient  j  at  leaf): 
as  ancient  as  the  Hebrew  can  be  prove  J  to 
be  from  this  argument  of  Ae  paucity  of 
.of  fyallables  in  i.t*s  roots,  being  moftly 
diflyllables,  though  there  are  feveral  mori- 
ofylables,  and  fome  biliterals  among  Aeq[). 
See  what  is  faid  of  the  Chinefe  in  this  re- 
fpeft  by  Dr  Sbuckford^  Gonnex.  Vol.  I. 
B.  II. 

It  has  been  obferved  by  feveral  writers 
pn  the  norAern  tongues,  that  there  are 
numbers  pf  Hebrew  words  in  the  Runic, 

Gothic^ 
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Gothic,  Saxon,  Wellh,  Englifli,  fSc.  To 
fay  that  all  thefe  words  came  from  the 
Hebrew  or  Pbenician,  becaufe  they  arc 
found  there  alfo,  is  only  begging  this 
queftion  we  are  now  upon;  for  why 
might  they  not  be  taken  from  the  prim- 
eval language  at  the  diviiion  of  tongues, 
and  be  retained  in  thefe  northern  lan« 
guages  as  well  as  in  the  Hebrew  ?  Nay 
why  may  not  feveral  other  primitive  words, 
or  Tbemata  Ungarum  feptentrionalium 
which  have  no  affinity  or  connexion  with 
the  prefent  Hebrew,  or  with  any  other 
of  the  oriental  tongues,  have  neverthelefs 
been  originally  taken  from  the  iirft  lan- 
guage of  the  earth  at  the  diviiion  of  it  I 
So  that  although  Hebrew  may  well  be 
allowed  it's  proportion  of  words  taken 
from  the  primaeval  language,  there  is 
no  reafon,  as  far  as  hitherto  appeareth, 
to  exclude  other  languages  from  having 
their  proportion  too. 

How  far  indeed  the  primseval  words, 
which  are  yet  retained  in  the  Hebrew, 
or  in  any  other  tongue,  may  have  changed 
or  varied  from  the  original  fignifications 
which  they  bore  in  the  firft  language, 
is  a  queftion  impoffible  to  be  determined, 

fave 
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iave  In  the  cafe  of  a  few,  whofe  pritniti^ 
fenfe  is  afcertaincd  by  the  Hebrew  Scriptures 
as  was  obfcrvcd  in  the  laft  Sciftion,  where 
the  alterations  that  are  comnionly  made 
by  time  and  ufage  in  all  languages  were 
confidered.  The  only  rule  we  have  to 
go  by,  is  to  msLvk  the  fignifications  that 
the  fame  words  appear  to  have  borne  in 
different  ages.  For  as  Mr  Hutcbinfm  well 
obfervcs,  {hitrod*  ittMofesJmePrinc.  p.  17.) 
«•  The  meaning  of  every  word  muft  be  taken 
••  from  the  ufage  in  the  time  it  ^as  writ.'* 
He  Ipcaks  this  of  the  Hebrew,  though 
it  is  equally  true  of  all  other  languages; 
and  confequently  the  writings  of  Mofes  ard 
to  be  interpreted  according  to  the  ufage 
of  Hebrew  words,  fo  far  as  we  can  know 
k,  in  his  time.  TV  for  inftance  muft  be 
tinderftood  of  a  city^  it  being  evidendy 
taken  in  that  fenfe  in  his  days,  and  not 
in  the  fenfe^  in  which  Mr  Holloway  thinks 
ibe  Tabernacle  or  place  of  worjhip  given 
to  Adam  after  the  Fally  mufi  have  been  ex^ 
flained  from  the  beginnings  &c.  (Letter  arid 
Spir.' /•  no,  iri,)  And  feveral  other 
words  there  are  in  the  Pentateuch^  which 
if  their  fenfe  be  regulated  by  this  rule  of 
B3f r  HutcMnfon\    will    be    found    very 

little 
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Uttle  to  correfpond  with  the  radical  or^ 
primary  fenfes  given  by  Mi  Holkway  m^ 
his  mginals^  or  with  the  reftified  fenfes: 
given  by  him  i^  his  l,etter  and  Spirit^  &c/ 
There   can  he  no  doubt  but  M9^$> 
wrote  in. the  fanguagc  that  was  moft  fami-' 
liar  tOi  and  was  heft  upderftood  by  the 
Ifraelites  when  they  came  out  of  Egypt : 
And  any  words  which  he  made  ufe  of 
ad  being  then  in  ufe  among  them,  whe- 
ther properly  Hebrew,.,  or  ^exotic,  intro- 
duced into  their  language,*  cpmes  within- 
the    denomination    of  biblical    Hfebrew. 
The  exotic  words  indeed  aice  faid  to  be 
comparatively  few  (fee  Wahm*%  Proleg.) 
though  this  perhaps  is   more  than  any 
man  knows*    However  one  would  not 
on  any  flight  pretence  rejedl  any  Scripture 
word  as  not  belonging  to  the  Hebrew. 
When  a  noun  for  inftance  has  no  verbal 
root  in   the  bible  that  we  can  difcover, 
this  doth  not  feem   a    fufEcient    reafon 
why  we  fhould  even  fufped  that  noun 
not  to  be  pure  Hebrew.     And  when  we 
are  told  that  becaufe  ]nK  Lord^   bath  m 
^erb  in  the  Hebrew^  it  is  doubtful  whether 
it  be  of  that  language  (Mof.  Princ.  p.  66.) 
we  grc  taught  ttj  be  fcrupulous,  where,  I 

think, 
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think,  we  heed  not  be  fo.  And  we  (half 
be  obliged  to  fpeak  much  more  cautioufly 
and  diffidently  of  the  purity  and  perfec- 
tions of  the  Hebrew^  if  it  be  likewife 
doubtful  of  all  other  nouns  which  have 
no  verb  remaining  in  the  language,  as 
we  now  have  it,  whether  they  be  of 
that  language  or  not.  Not  only  piK,  tho' 
one  of  the  terms  applied  to  God  himfelf^ 
but  even  HiSk  and  D»n^»  with  the 
immutable  n,  will  be  exotics  by ,  this 
rule :  for  they  have  no  verb  extant  in  the 
language  as  we  now  have  it.  Yet  if  thefe 
verbs  be  found  in  other  diale&s  it  may  be 
prefumed  they  were  once  in  the  Hebrew 
too,  or  at  leaft  that  they  were  in  the  one 
original  language  which  was  diftributed 
and  forted  at  BcAel  into  a  variety  of 
tongues,  of  which  each  carried  fome 
fhare>  though  none,  probably,  carried 
the  whole. 

It  would  feem  unpardonable  after 
what  has  been  faid,  not  to  make  fome 
apology  to  the  author  of  the  Chrijiian  Plan 
for  the  liberties  he  will  think  have  been 
taken  with  the  facred  tongue ;  by  reply-* 
ing  in  a  few  words  to  his  dmonjiration  of 
it*s  fupreme  dignity    and  preeminence^  in 

the 
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the  Preface  to  the  Chrijlian  Platiy  p.  8,  9,' 
Where  after  having  obferved  that  it  is 
<*  The  original  underived  language,  always 
^  fubfifting  in  the  fame  beautiful  and  dura- 
"  ble  ftate,  wherein  Providence  hath  pre- 
"  ferved  it  from  it's  firft  ufe  in  Paradife, 

<c  ^^^ to  it's  prefent  mode  of  exiftence 

^*  in  the  Hebrew  code," Me  adds- 

**  That  it  was  ufed  by  God's  people,  more 
**  or  lefs  during  a  courfe  of  4000  years 
**  and  upwards,  and  by  our  Lord  himfelf 

•'  even  after  his  Afcenfion that  it  will 

"  be"  (he  fuppofes)  *^  the  univerfal  lan- 
**  guage  at  the  conclufion  of  the  Chriftian 

"  fyftem    or   Saculum-^ that    it    muft 

"  furvive  the  general  conflagration." 

A  s  it  pleafed  God  to  make  ufe  of.  this 
language  himfelf  when  he  fpake  the 
commandments,  and  to  reveal  his  will 
in  it  to  the  Jews  by  Mofes  and  the  pro- 
phets, in  writing  as  well  as  in  fpeech, 
it  is  very  truly  faid  by  this  learned  Author 
to  be  the  language  ufed  by  the  Holy  Ghoft^ 
p,  8,  and  the  language  of  the  Holy  Ghoji^ 
p.  9.  And  fo  it's  claims  to  the  epithet 
commonly  given  it  offacred  oY  holy  are  not 
difputed.  But  I  fear  there  is  not  a  foun- 
dation for  his  inferences  with  refpeA  eitlier 

H  to    *v^ 


to  it's  primavity  or  diuturntty.  For  with 
regard  to  the  former^  it  can  hardly  be 
fuppofcd  that  God  jDhould  at  any  time 
reveal  his  will  to  any  nation  in  any  other 
language  than  what  they  fpoke.  And 
though  it  were  really  a  dialeft  fprung 
from  the  divifion  at  Bdbel^  yet  if  it  was 
the  language  of  that  people  among  whom 
he  had  chofen  to .  promulge  his  law,  it 
muft  be  the  language  he  would  ufe  with 
them. 

When  he  more  fully  revealed  his  will 
by  his  own  Son*  who  was  the  fulfiUer 
of  the  whole  Hebrew  law^  as  well  as  the 
Prophets^  he  did  it  in  the  language  fpoken 
in  Chrift's  time  at  Jerufakmy  and  other 
parts  of  Jtidaa*s  commonly  accounted 
SyriaCj  but  fuppofed  to  be  a  mixed  dialed 
that  could  neither  boaft  purity  nor  an- 
tiquity ^.  Yet  our  Lord,  we  fee,  dif- 
dained  not  to  converfe  in   it   during   his 

life, 

*  Tothatpartof  the  above- cited  pafTaee,  where  it  is 
iaid  that  9ur  Lbrd  bmfelf  Jf^t  Hebrew  e^tn  afttr  Us 
Jfctnfion,  &c.  I  h»ve  alrea^  leplied.  Rtviiw  P.  I.  p.  93. 

f  ALavgv  AGBpikysMtHutckin/ong  "upon  which 
**  the  Holy  Ghoft  hath  pat  an  indelible  mark  of  infiuny, 
'*'  and  preferred  the  Greek,  a  heathen  langaage,  to  write 
'*  acoDunti  of  what  was  tranfa6ted  and  fpoken  in  it.** 

——See  his  Works,  Vol.  ix,  p.  4.  in  the  notes. 
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life,  and  during  the  greateft  part  of  his 
life  probably  in  the  worft  or  moft  uh- 
couth  dialed,  or  manner  of  pronouncing 
that  language,  viz.  the  Galilaan.  He 
thought  it  not  unworthy  to  be  the  vehi- 
cle of  the  moft  gracious  meflage  that  God 
ever  fcnt  to  mankind.  So  again,  when 
the  Holy  Ghofi  revealed  the  Will  of  God 
to  the  Gentiles,  he  did  it  by  means  of  all 
the  languages  then  in  ufe,  wherever  the 
Apoftles  preached.  And  when  they,  and 
the  Evangelifts,  for  the  ufe  of  mankind  in 
after-ages,  opened  the  door  of  Faith  to  the 
whole  world  in  writing,  they  did  it  in 
Greek  y  the  language  then  moft  kpown 
and  moft  extenfive  y  in  which  it  feemed 
good  to  the  Holy  <3hoft  to  difplay  the 
myfteries  of  the  kingdom  of  the  MeJJiah^ 
wl^ich  had  been  wrapped  up,  and  had  laid 
Cor  the  moft  part  infolded  in  the  Hebrew 
of  the  Old  Teftament. 

As  for  what  this  learned  writer  fays  of 
the  peculiar  excellence  of  the  Hebrew,  to 
be  inferred  from  ifs  duration^  fnce  it  mufi 
furvive  the  general  conflagration^  when  all 
human  writings  will  be  confumed^  p.  9.  all 
the  anfwer  I  have  to  give,  is,  that-^fince 
time  alone  can  ihew  whether  he  be  mif* 
H  2  taken 
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taken  in  this  or  not,  it  will  be  the  moft 
prudent  way  to  leave  the  decifion  of  this 
point  to  the  event. 

I  H  Av  E  now  fpoken,  I  hope,  largely 
enough^  to  the  arguments  ufed  by  my  op- 
ponents, in  reproof  of  my  Sceptictjm  in  this: 
matter  j  and  have  faid  what  may  be  fuffi- 
cient  to  vindicate  the  exprcflion  which 
drew  their  animadveriions  upon  me.  But 
far  fhort  of  what  I  think  might  be  iaid, 
and  brought  together  on  this  extenfive 
and  curious  fubjed.  They  who  would 
fee  it  more  compleatly  difcuflcd,  may  con- 
•fult  t)r  Walton  %  third  Prolegomenon  to  his 
Polyglott,  with  the  fcveral  writers  on  both 
fides  of  the  queftion,  therein-  mentioned. 
AJlb  Huetius^  arguments  againft  the  Pri- 
maevity  of  the  Hebrew  in  his  I>emon/f. 
Evangel.  And  R.  Simons  Hiftoire  Criti- 
que du  Vieux  T'^///^^^—— particularly, 
Liv.  I.  chap.  14.  De  la  langue  Hebrdique^ 
Ji  elle  eft  la  premiere  langue  du  monde ;  and 
Xw.  III.  chap.  21.  intituled,  Critique  det 
Prokgomenes  qui  font  au  commencement  de 
la  Bible  Pofyglotte  d'Angleterre  ^^  with  the 
feveral  writers  mentioned  in  thofe  chap* 
ters  >  to  which  I  may  add,  a  Differtatioa 
of  Ii^  Clerci  at  the  beginning  of  his  Com-i^ 

ment 
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ment  on  the  Pentateuch.  Among  which 
authors  will  be  found,  (if  I  can  make 
any  judgment  from  what  I  have  read  in 
them)  as  much  as  can  be  pertinently  faid 
upon  the  fubjedt :  And  whofoever  reads 
them>  or  the  principal  of  them,  on  each 
fide  of  the  queftion,  will  foon  be  fenfible 
of  the  deficiency  of  the  means  of  know- 
ledge  neceflary  for  determining  upon  it 
with  any  certainty  ;  and  that  what  is  ad« 
vanced  by  the  aflertors  of  the  Primaevity, 
is,  and  muft  be,  in  fevcral  refpefts,  mere 
conjedure. 

And  it  muft  always  be  remembered, 
that  certainty  and  conje^ure  are  different 
things :  And  though  there  be  fome  who 
rather  than  own  themfelves  unknowing  in 
any  point,  will  chufe  to  affim  for  certain^ 
what  can  be  no  better  than  guefs^-work^ 
yet  every  confideririg  perfon  will  look  up- 
on conjedlures,  as  being  what  they  are\ 
and  will  value  them  no  higher  than  ac- 
cording to  their  eftimate  from  their  pro- 
bability, and  will  regard  nothing  as  truths 
but  what  hath  fufficient  evidence  to  fup- 
port  it.  So  that,  after  all,  it  muft  be  faid 
of  thofc  who  reft  weighty  matters  on  their 
own  opinions  and  furmifes,  on  this  de- 
ll 3  licate 
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licatc  fubjciJJ:,  which  I  have  been  fpcaking 
to  in  part,  as  Mr  Holloway  fays,  on  an- 
other occafion,of  thofe  who  endeavour  to  re- 
duce the  ancient  Chronology  by  Dynajiies^ 
into  a  confiftent  fcheme,  viz,  "  that  fo 
**  many  things  are  to  befuppofed  in  their  ac^ 
"  couniSy  and  fo  little  probability  of  proof 
**  ^'  fi  ^r^^/  a  dijiancey  that  the  fyfiems 
•*  which  they  raife  are  perfeSlly  precarious'* 
Letter  and  Spirit,  &;c.  p.  468. 

PjROBABLY  he  will  not  own  fo  much 
with  refped  to  this  fubjed:  of  the  primae- 
vity  of  the  Hebrew  tongue ;  but  will  re- 
prefent  what  has  been  now  faid,  (and 
efpecially  what  has  been  faid  againft  his 
own  manner  of  proving  it)  as  a  vague 
way  of  talkingy  and  the  writer  thereof  as 
having  got  once  more  into  the  ambiguous 
vein.  ( Vid,  Remarks  on  Dr  Sharp's  pieces^ 
p.  14.)  And  will  remind  his  reader,  that 
there  is  nothing  made  fo  evident,  but  it 
may  be  contradicted,  and  difputed  by  fuch 
as  are  difpofed  to  be  contentious. 

A  vague  way  of  talking  is  what,  I 
muft  confefs,  I  would  not  willingly  have 
imputed  to  me :  becaufe  it  is  always  my 
endeavour  to  keep  clofe  to  my  point, 
pven  yrhtf e  the  point  itfelf  is  to  prove 

the 
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fbe  uncertainty  of  fome thing  that  is  affirmed 
to  be  certain.  And,  I  muft  difclaitn  all 
relation  with  that  fraternity  of  difputersy 
nvbo  (Mr  HoUoway  fays,  Remarks,  p.  15.) 
are  perpetually  difputing  the  things  which 
nobody  without  the  higheji  crime  can  difpute. 
And  yet,  at  the  fanie  time,  I  conceive, 
that  in  all  points,  where  the  truth  on  one 
fide  is  {o  apparent,  as  to  leave  the  oppofi** 
tion  to  it  from  the  other  fide  in  no  better 
rfteem  than  as  the  mere  efFc(9:  of  a  fpirit 
oi  contradidion,  no  mifchief  can  be  done^ 
in  confequence  of  fuch  difpute,  among  rea- 
fonable  people :  although  it  muft  be  owned, 
that  fuch  a  fpirit  of  contradiction,  when 
ihewn  upon  fome  fubjed:s,  (very  different 
from  thefe,  on  acconnt  of  which  Mr  He?/- 
l&way  makes  his  complaint)  is  a  high 
crime  :  and  that  a  fraternity  of  diiputers, 
who  difpute  every  thing,  is  a  fet  of  peo- 
ple as  odious  as  they  are  criminal.  But^ 
there  are  other  difputes,  as  Mr  Holloway 
muft  very  well  know,  in  which  it  is  lefs 
evident  on  which  fide  the  truth  lies ;  and 
which  are  fupported  with  fo  promifing  an 
appearance  of  it  by  each  of  the  contend- 
ing parties^  as  ihall  render  a  fair  and  un- 
dorftanding  man  dubious  on  which  fide  of 
'H  4  the 
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the  queftion  it  appears  with  moft  advan- 
tage.     And,  I  can  fee  no  harm  in  fuf- 
pending  one's  aflent,  or  even  talking  in  the 
ambiguous  vein    upon    thofe   points,    till 
fomething  can  be  thrown  into  one  fcale  of 
probability,  that  fhall  make  it  greatly  pre- 
ponderate againft  the  other. 
.  And  as  I  cannot  but  think  the  prims* 
vity  of  the  Hebrew,  in  the  fenfe  it  is  af- 
ferted  by  my  opponents  to  convidl  me  of 
Scepticifm,  is  a  fubjedt  of  this  properly  dif- 
putabk  kindy  of  which  much  may  be  faid, 
and  not  improbably  or  impertinently,  faid 
in  utramque  partem  3   it  is,  I  conceive,  no 
ways  blameable  to  forbear  giving  fentence 
either  way,  until  fuch  primaevity  can  be 
made  out,    I  do  not  fay,  by  undeniable 
proofs,  but,  by  fuch  reafonable  teftimo- 
nies  a&  may  give  fatisfadlion  to  all  fenfi- 
ble  and  competent  judges.     And  till  this 
is  done,  there  feems  no  great  caufe  for 
the  exclamation  of  woiw  wof,  &c.    (Vide 
y[x  Hollbway\  Remarks,    p.  15.)    againft 
any   one   who  (hall    exprefs   his    doubt 
concerning   this    fuppofed    diftinguiftiing 
prerogative  of  the  Hebrew  language. 


In 
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I K  a  word,   1  (hall,  for  my  own  part, 
readily  embrace  every  fair  and  juft  ar- 
gument  that  can  be  brought   in  proof 
of  the  primaevity,    or  any  other  peculiar 
excellence,    or  fingular  pre-eminence  of 
the  Hebrew  tongue.     And,  in  the  mean 
time,    I  do  not  in  the  leaft  fcruple   to 
lay,   what  JR.  Simon   faid  of  it  in  com- 
parilbn  with  the  CbaUee^  and  fpme  other 
languages,  which  he  mentions, —— that 
if  it  be  true  that  Adam  fpoke   ary  one 
of   the  languages   now    known   in  the 
world,    II  aura  Jam  doute  parU  Hebreu. 
Or,   if  it  be  true^   as  Grottus  imagined, 
primam  linguam  nullibi  extare^  fed  in  Con^ 
fufrme  periijfey  ejus  tamen  relliquias  in  om^ 
nibus  Unguis  extare^   that  then  the  He- 
brew, as  we  now  have  it  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  is  more  conformable  to  what 
we  may  reafonably  fuppofe  the  primitive 
language  to  have  been,    in  refped:  of  it*s 
fimplicity,   and  hath  fuffered  lefs  dimi** 
nution  of  the  original  purity  of  language 
than  any  dialeiS,  into  which  the  firft  lan- 
guage was  broken,   fo  far  as  any  judg- 
ment can  be  formed  of  thofe  other  dia- 
leds  at  this  diitance  of  time. 

And 
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AHfb  ^hofoever  thinks  he  can  go  fur- 
ther than  this,  will  do  well  to  be  fare  of 
of  the  grounds  on  which  he  proceeds. 


[End  of  the  J^ft  Difcoutfe.] 
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DISCOURSE    n. 


SECT.     I. 

Some  account  if  the  correffmdence  tehoeeh 
Dr  Chandler,  hae  Bijhop  of  Dttrhai^i 
md  Mr  HolloWay,  upon  thepHmavitj^ 
and  pre^-emtnence  of  the  Hebrew  j  mtb  a 
reply  to  ^  HoUowa/i  ktte  treatife  m 
tbatftdjeS^  jbfar  as  it  cofwems  Us  Lord- 
Jhip. 


MR  HOLLOWArhsivm^  al- 
ready  ^vtn  fome  accotint  of  the 
correfpondence  he  had,  above  tta  years 
before,  with  die  late  learned  and  judici- 
ous Prelate,  Dr  Edward  Cbandkr^  on  the 
jTubjeft  of  the  Primavity,  &c.  And  hav- 
ing beeti  therein  much  more  fparing,  ih 
laying  befdre  the  Public  the  part  his  Lord- 
ihip  took  in  the  correfpondence,  than  in 
reprefentiftg  the  fhare  he  bore  in  it  him- 

felfj 
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iblf ;  I  fhall  make  no  apology,  for  I  ap-* 
prehend  I  need  none,  for  endeavouring  to 
fupply  what  he  hath  left  deficient  on  his 
Lord(hip's  fide  of  the  queftion.  Indeed, 
iris  more  peculiarly  incumbent  on  me  to 
vindicate  his  Lordfhip  on  this  odcafion,  as 
I  had  the  favour  of  being  entrufted  by 
him  with  fome  intelligence  of  this  corre- 
fpondence  while  it  was  on  foot ;  and  as  I 
am  now,  I  believe,  the  onlyperfon  that 
hath  any  of.  the  neceflary  materials  for 
explaining  the  (hare  his  Lordfhip  was 
pleafed  to  take  in  it. 

How  many  letters  his  Lordihip  wrote 
to  Mr  Holhway  on  this  fubjed:,  and  on 
this  occafion,  I  know  not.  I  have  only 
the  copies  of  two,  which  are  luckily,  as 
it  proves,  preferved ;  one  of  them  in  his 
fecretary's.  hand-writing, .  but  iigned  and 
4ated  by  himielf^  the  da(e  wjierepf  is  De- 
cember, I,  I743f  And  that  Mr  Holhwof 
.receive4  it>  appears  by  his  quotation  from 
it  in  p.  5.  > 

The  other,  indeed,  is  neither  dated, 
nor  figned,  or  even  concluded  in  form, 
yet  it  is  wrote  in  his  Lordfhip'ffbwn  hand, 
and  is  in  anfwer,  fo  far  as  it  goes,  to  a  let- 
ter from  -Mr  HoUowy^  of.  four  Iheets  of 

paper. 


[  109  ] 

piper.  I  da  not  aver  that  Mr  Holhw'ay 
received  this  letter,  or  part  of  an  anfwer, 
becaufe  I  cannot  prove  it :  neither  ani  t 
ccfrtain  that  the  writing  nov^  before  me  is 
cxaftly  confornuble  to  that  which  is  (as  I 
foppofe)  in  Mr  Holloways  pofleflion  j  bc^ 
caufe  I  cannot  be  furc  whether  it  may  not 
be  the  firft  draught  from  whence  the  let- 
ter itfelf  was  written,  perhaps,  with  a- 
mendments,  or  alterations.  Yet  I  have 
Utile  reafon  to  doubt  that  Mr  HoUoway  rcr 
ccivcd  it,  or  one  to  the  fame  efFeft,  from 
what  lobferve  in  his  fubfequent  letters  > 
and  have  no  reafon  to  think  that  what  I 
call  the  iopyy  whether  in  ftriftnefs  fucb  or 
not,  was  any  ways  different  in  fubftance 
from  the  original  letter,  which  I  prefume 
was  fent. 

That  his  Lordfliip  wrote  one  or  more 
letters  befides  thefe  two  abovementioned, 
appears  from  what  Mr  HoUoway  fays,  at 
p.  49,  about  the  derivation  of  mylitta ; 
and  at  p.  53.  where  a  paffage  is  qiioted 
/rom  his  Lordihip,  concerning  the  names 
of  the  heathen  deities,  &c.  neither  of 
which  points  are  handled  in  the  copies 
abovementioned.  But  I  muft  make  ufe  of 
fuch  materials  as  I  have,*  and  I  judge  they 
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are  not  fo  fcanty,  but  they  may  ferve  to 
very  good  purpofe :  for  his  Lordihip's  fen- 
dments  upon  the  whole  queftion,  are 
plainly  and  diftindly  laid  down  in  them, 
08  will  prefently  appear. 

I  A  M  very  fenfible  that  private  corre- 
(pondences  ought  not,  without  good  rea- 
fon,  to  be  divulged :  and  at  no  time  to  be 
further  divulged  than  there  is  an  apparent 
caufe  for  it,  in  order  to  vindicate  the  cha* 
raders  of  either  of  the  correipondenta 
from  public  mifreprefentations.  And,  I 
am  apt  to  believe,  that  his  Lordfhip  in  ci» 
vility  to  Mr  Holbmay^  would  never  have 
mentioned  him  by  name,  what  occafion 
ibever  he  might  have  to  communicate  in 
part,  what  had  pafled  between  them  in 
this  private  epiftolary  way. 

Indeed,  fo  tender  was  his  Lordihip  of 
his  correfpondent,  that  although  he  early 
acquainted  o^e  with  the  fubftance  of  this 
fliort  and  amicable  controverfy,  yet  he  ne- 
ver told  me  who  the  perfon  was  with 
whom  he  held  it,  nor  could  I  learn  it  till 
fome  time  after  his  Lordfhip's  death.  And 
after  I  knew  it,  and  had  aUb  poiieffion  of 
Mr  Holhwaf%  own  letters,  (with  fome  few 
remarks  of  his  Lordihip's  interlined   in 

fhort- 
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fliort-hand)  I  never  communicated  them, 
or  any  part  of  them,  as  they  were  wrote 
in  confidence,  to  any  perfon  whatfoever, 
.nor  even  once  mentioned  the  name  of  Mr 
HoUowayy  as  haviijg  been  concerned  in  a 
correfpondence  with  his  Lordftiip  on  this 
queftion,  'till  he  thought  fit  to  report  it 
himfelf  in  print.  Neither  (hall  I  now 
take  notice  of  any  particulars  in  Mr  JE&/- 
hways  letters,  (that  he  may  not  fay,  I  ufe 
him  ungeneroufly  or  unkindly)  but  fuch  as 
his  late  tre&tife  on  the  Primavity  obliges 
me  to  fpeak  to,  in  defence  of  my  honour- 
ed Lord  and  Patron,  and  much  eileemed 
friend. 


SECT. 
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SECT.     11. 


*  iy  ^  7*  reafon  (fays  Mr  HoUoway^  p.  4.) 

*  JLVx  for  making  ufe  of  fome  parts  of 

*  this  correfpondence  is^  that  the  Bijbop  pro^ 
^  pofed  bis  objiSims^   though  in  brief  yet 

*  with  intimations  f  better  reafons  kading 

*  to  fuller y  and  more  exoEi  anfnvers  than  any 

*  /  have  feen.    Which  ^therefore  it  may  be 
^  fo  much  more  conducive  to  the, public  utility 

*  to  have  difcujfed* 

That  is,  if  I  rightly  underftand  Mr 
Holloways  meaning, — ^his  Lordfhip  gave 
intimations  of  better  reafons  than  he  was 
able  to  give,  or  at  leail  than  he  cared  to 
give;  and  that  therefore jt  would  be  of 
ufe  to  have  his  objections  produced  pub- 
lickly,  that  thofe  better  reafons  to  which 
they  lead,  if  by  this  means  they  might  be 
elicited,  may  be  thoroughly  difcufied, 
proved,  or  difproved. 

But  they  who  well  knew  his  Lord- 

ihip's  communicative  difpo£itions,  as  well 

•  >  as 
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as  his  great  abilities,  will  look  upon  thiS 
fuggeftion,  fo  far  as  it  can  be  fuppofed  to 
concern  his  Lordfhip,  as  coming  frotri  a 
perfon  who  Was  abfolutely  a  flranger,  to 
him.  And,  fo  indeed,  Mr  Holloway  waS. 
It  ftiould  alfo  be  remembered,  that  at  the 
time  when  this  correfpondencSe  was  on 
foot,  his  Lordfhip  \vas  advanced  in  years, 
and  had  in  good  meafure  (aS  he  told  Mr 
Holloway  in  his  firft  letter)  difufed  thefe 
jludtes.  But  whet  wa^  more,  he  was  alfo 
extreamly  debilitated  with  frequent  and 
grievous  pains,  from  a  diftemper  which 
was  then  become  irrcixiediable.  He  ac- 
quainted Mr  Hollcway  in  the  fame  letter, 
(viz.  of  December  i,  1743.)  that  "  fnce 
"  the  accefs  of  the  tvinte^^  bii  diforders  bad 
"  beetifo  encreajed  aito  render  him  ufelefsin 
^^  life^  and  unfit  for  application^  tojiudy^  of 
"  bufmefir  And  in  the  other  letter  he  has 
thefe  words.  "  I  am  at  times  in  inexpref- 
^^Jible  mifery  j  I  cannot  continue  above  half 
*'  an  hour  in  any  pojlure^  nor  keep  my  dijirac- 
"  ted  thoughts  long  intent  upon  any  points 
**  But  leaft  you'  JJoould  think  I difapprove  of 
^^  your  defgn^  whichy  as  far  as  I^know  it, 
"  /  do  not ;  I  fend  you  a  few  thoughts  in  the 
I  ''few 


^^  few  Intervals  of  eafe^  with  which  Provi- 
"  dence  indulges  me.* 

Yet  notwithftanding  thefe  difadvan- 
tages  and  difficulties  he  laboured  under, 
what  he  wrote  was  fo  majlerly^  (as  Mr 
HoUoway  confefles  in  one  inftance,  at  p. 
53.)  and  withal,  in  fo  candid  and  conde- 
fcending  a  manner,  as  to  deferve  (what, 
indeed,  he  received  from  Mr  Holloway  in 
feveral  letters)  very  grateful  acknowledge- 
ments. 

I  T  is  no  wonder  his  Lordfhip's  objec- 
tions were  propofed  in  brief  confidering 
the  circumftances  he  was  then  under,  as 
defcribed  above  by  himfelf.  But  what 
was  thus  brief  was  neverthelefs  clofe^ 
Jirongy  and  clear.  And  though  he  inti- 
mated more  than  he  exprefled,  yet  he 
might  think  fuch  intimation  alone  fuffi- 
cient  for  a  perfon  fo  learned,  fo  inquifi- 
tive,  and  fo  induftrious  as  he  took  Mr  Hd- 
loway  to  be ;  without  defcending  to  a  de- 
tail of  thofe  particulars  which  Mr  Holloway 
feems  novv  to  account  defderata  in  his 
Lordfhip's  letters. 

"  "THE  learned  Bijhop,  (fays  he,  p.  4.) 
"  in  one  of  his  letters  to  me^  fpeaking  of  the 
^^  fuperlative  excellence  I  had  afcribed  to  the 

"  Hebrew 
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**  Itebrew  language  faid,  he  thought  this 
"  language  had  no  preference  to  other 
"  languages." 

T  o  underftand  this  the  better,  I  ihould 
take  notice,  that  Mr  Holloway  had  fent  his 
Lordfhip  a  little  printed  plan,  of  four 
pages  in  1 2mo,  giving  an  account  of  the 
defign  of  his  Originals  and  Annotations  on 
the  Scriptures,  neither  of  which  were  then 
publifhed.  And  this  was  the  occafion  of 
the  fhort  correfpondence  between  them. 
In  this  plan,  one  part  of  the  defign  was 

laid  down  in  thefe  words "  to  exem-- 

^^  P^y  ^^^  perfeSlion,  certainty^  and  expref-- 
^^Jivenefs  of  the  Hebrew  language^'  To 
which  his  Lordfhip  faid,  "  IJhall  be  pleafed 
^^  to  fee  the  Hebrew  tongue  proved  to  be  per- 
^^feSlj  certain^  and  clear ^  to  the  degree  you 
^^  fuggefi^  having  hitherto  thought  it  had  in 
"  no  refpeSl  a  preference  to  other  languages^ 
And  whereas,  another  part  of  the  defign, 
as  is  fet  forth  in  the  faid  plan,  was 
"  To  prove  that  one '  needs  but  trace  the 
"  wordsy  or  names  of  things^  natural  or  di-- 
**  vine  J  to  their  firji  roots  in  this  language^ 
*^  to  come  at  the  ideal  defer iption  of  eacby 
"  viz.  of  the  caufe^  operation^  condition^ 
"  relation y  production  ^  or  the  manner  of  adl-- 
I  2  "  ing^ 
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"  i^gy  or  being  aSied  upon^  that  does  di^ 

^^Jlinguijh  it  from  every  other  thing** 

His  Lordihip  replied  to  this,  in  the  fame 
letter,  as  follows, 

"  TO  U  afert  that  this  perfeSlion  and 
"  certainty  may  he  proved  from  the  roots 
"  truly  inroejligatedy  and  that  the  Hebrew 
"  words  contain  fuch  an  ideal  defcription  of 
"  the  things  as  doth  dijiinguijh  it  from  every 
"  other  thing. 

^^  OF  this  I  would  willingly  have  feen 
^^fome  examples. 

"  TBE  names  of  things  have  been  thought^ 
"  in  general^  to  be  taken  fromfome  obvious 
"  quality  y  attribute ^  aSlion^  pafjion^  &c.  re- 
"  markable  in  the  things  on  which  they  were 
"  impofed.  But  feldom  are  thofe  qualities^ 
"  ^c.  fo  peculiar  as  to  dijiinguijh  them 
^"^  from  other  things  that  partake  of  the  fame 
"  qualities^  but  by  ufage :  and  very  feldom 
"  do  they  paint  in  the  mind  a  more  compleat 
"  idea  of  the  objeSly  than  what  the  mere 
^'  found  of  the  word  would  give,  if  the  name 
"  had  been  impofed  arbitrarily  y 

This  objection  was  propofed,  indeed,  in 
brief  and  only  gave  intimations  of  reafons 
leading  to  fuller  and  more  exaSi  anfwers ; 
and  yet  it  is  fo  pertinent  and  weighty,  as 

not 
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not  be  removed,  or  fet  afide,  fo  far  as  I 
can  judge,  by  any  thing  faid  by  Mr  Hollo- 
way  in  his  reply  to  it;  wherein  he  fet 
forth,  and  exemplified  his  method  of  in- 
veftigating  Hebrew  Themata.  Of  which 
method,  as  defcribed  in  his  letter,  I  {hall 
take  no  notice.  His  originals,  fince  pub- 
liflied,  are  an  ample  and  undoubted  fpe- 
cimen  of  his  fuccefs  in  this  fcheme.  And 
I  leave  it  to  the  world,  ip  whofe  hands 
that  work  now  is,  to  judge  whether  he 
hath,  in  thofe  two  laboured  volumes  of 
his  Originals,  which  gave  him  fcope 
enough  to  prove  his  fkill  in  this  way,  got 
over  that  one  jloort  objeBion  to  his  plan  that 
his  Lordfhip  made  in  the  pafTage  juft  now 
recited. 

Another  prerogative  of  the  Hebrew 
tongue,  mentioned  in  the  aforefaid  plan 

was "  That  all  necejfary  revelations  of 

**  things-^  philofophical  or  religious ^  were  gi^ 
^^  ven  in  this  language  to  believers*^ 

To  which,  his  Lordfhip  made  anfwer^ 
That  the  Hebrew  could  *'  claim  no 
"  privilege  from  God's  communicating  his 
^*  revelation  to  the  Jews  in  that  tongue^  but 
<*  what  muft  be  afcribed  to  the  Chaldee,  and 
^'  Greek  tongues^  on  the  fame  account.  For 
I  X  "  God 
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"  God  (as  he  adds)  Jpeaks  to  fnen  in  thb 
"  language  of  men  5  in  the  Hebrew,  whik 
"  that  was  the  mother  tongue  of  the  Jews ; 
"  in  Greek,  nvben  the  Gentiles  were  to  re'- 
"  ceive  his  Law ;  and  he  would  /peak  in 
"  Chinefe  or  Englifli,  was  hepleafed  to  com- 
*"*  municate  his  Will  to  the  nations  that  /poke 
"  thefe  languages'' 

This  obfervation  was  well  worthy  Mr 
Holloways  confidering,  though  I  do  not 
know  that  he  hath  any  where  endeavour- 
ed to  take  off  the  force  of  it,  otherwife 
than  by  abounding  in  encomiums  on  the 
pre-eminence  of  the  Hebrew,  as  being,  in 
a  peculiar  fenfe,  the  language  of  Gody  even 
though  it  were  not  the  language  infufed 
into  j4dam  at  the  Creation.  See  Prima^ 
vityy  &c.  p.  10. 

I  SHALL  only  add  one  paflage  more  out 
of  this  firft  letter  of  December  i,  1743, 
with  which  his  Lordfhip  concludes  it. 

"  /  CANNOT  promife,  beforehand, 
^^  to  be  your  difciple  in  fome  fentiments  you 
**  may  advance.  Buty  while  you  keep  within 
"  the  bounds  of  modefty,  and  moderation, 
"  and  offer  your  thoughts  without  dogma- 
"  ticalnefs,  or  contempt  ofthofe  that  differ 
^^from  you^    /  think  every  fcholar   muji 

l^  favour 
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^^  favour  your  attempt  to  cut  ci'^ay  through 
"  untrodden  paths  5  and  I  truji  you  willy  in 
"  the  endy  receive  the  due  fruits  of  your 
^^  honeji  well  intended  labours'' 

I  M  A  K  E  as  little  doubt  of  this  Gentle^ 
mans  honeji  and  good  intentions^  as  his 
Lordfliip  did :  and  I  wifti  as  good  efFedts 
from  them  upon  himfelf,  as  his  Lordftiip 
could.  But  I  (hould  be  glad,  at  the  fame 
time,  to  fee  him  keep  within  thofe 
bounds,  which  his  Lordfliip  kindly,  and 
difcreetly  advifed  him  not  to  tranfgrefs. 
Had  he  attended  to  this  counfel,  not 
only  fome  expreflions  in  his  writings,  but 
fome  whole  periods  had  not  been  found 
there.  To  look  at  prefent  no  further  than 
this  litde  piece  on  the  Prima^vity,  and  in 
that  part  of  it  only,  which  relates  to  his 

correfpondence  with  his  Lordfhip He 

could  fcarce  have  faid,  immediately  after 
he  had  recited  his  anfwer  to  his  Lordfliip 
'^  Now  to  be  a  little  more  particular ^ 
**.  on  fome  of  the  proofs  above  given^  of  the 
"  primavity  of  the  Hebrew,  language  (tho 
"  it  be  ro  (pcag  ijXiO  Sxvu^m)  I  will  go  backy 
**  and  recollediy  and  enlarge  upon  fome  of 
^^  them''  p.  II.  Neither  would  he  have 
faid,  on  fumming  up  his  enlarged  proofs, 
I  4  ''  M 
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"  All  this  J  I  fay^  is  proofs  (as  I  have  al-^ 
^*  ready  made  it  Sufficiently  appear)  of  the 
"  primavity^  and  pre-eminence  of  this  tongue^ 
^'SO  VAST  and  COGENT,  that 
**  none  like  it  is  to  be  bad  of  any  other  re^ 
^*  mote  hifiorical  faSl  in  the  worlds  p,  ^^. 

These  kind  of  expreffions  are  only  fit 
to  be  ufed  to  thofe  who  are,  or  who  pro^ 
mife  beforehand  to  be  his  difciples  in  what^ 
ever  fentiments  he  may  advance.  For  it  is 
with  fuch  pre-aflenting  perfons  only,  that 
they  can  in  the  leaft  help  out,  or  cover 
?iny  deficiency  in  an  argument. 

B  u  T  to  return^ rMr  Holloway  takes 

no  other  notice  of  this  candid  and  prudent 
letter  he  had  received  from  his  Lordfhip, 
put  of  which  the  paflages  above  are  re- 
jcited,  than  to  tell  the  world,  that  his 
Lordftiip,  in  one  of  his  letters  to  hint,  had 
!!^id  ■  .  "  He  thought  that  this  language  had 
"  no  preference  to  other  languages — that  he 
"  took  it  for  one  of  the  feveral  tongues  that 
"  were  formed  in  different  places  and  times, 
^^  out  of  the  Noachiek  language  \  that  it 
"  was  not  derived  down  by  Sem'i  line,  but 
^'  Cham's,  &c/' 

^^  TO  which,  (fays  Mr  Holloway)  I  re^ 
^*  turned-r^That  I  took  his  Lordjhip  to  men^ 
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'*  tion  this  only  as  a  thought,  which  be  had^ 
^^fometimes  entertained  in  tranfitu,  bui 
"  which  had  never  been  formed  into  any  fet^ 
"  tied  opinion^  or  judgment ;  and  carried  ofi 
•*  my  reafonings  to  t^e  contrary^  in  the  foU 
**  lowing  manner ''-^^Primavity.  p.  5. 

Both  his  Lordfliip's  words  and  Mr 
Holloway^  are  truly  cited,  from  their  re- 
fpedive  letters.  Yet  his  Lordflhip  is  left, 
after  this  recital,  to  be  confidered  by  the 
reader,  as  one  who  had  taken  a  very  flight 
and  fuperficial  view  of  the  matter,  and 
who,  after  having  received  a  gentle  re- 
proof for  doing  fo,  had  yielded  up  the 
unfettled  notions  he  had  fometimes  enter-^ 
tained,  to  the  vaft  and  cogeht  force  of 
thofe  folid  arguments,  whereby  he  was 
overcome.  While  the  reafonings  them- 
felves  are  reprefented  to  have  been  fo  fue- 
cefsfully  carried  on  by  Mr  Hollowayy  with- 
out any  reply,  in  appearance,  offered  to 
them,  that  they  ought  jiow  at  length,  as 
they  had  fo  happy  an  effe<9:  upon  his 
Lordfhip,  to  be  publifhed  for  the  convic- 
tion of  all  men. 

Here  it  is,  that  the  other  copy,  which 
J  have  in  my  Lord's  own  writing,  comes 
^^afonably  in  aid  to  his  former  letter. 

«  TO  UR 
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•«  TOUR  next  ajfertim,  (fays  his  Lord- 
«*  fliip)  that  the  prefent  Hebrew  torigue  was 
«*  the  fame  that  AAsjxifpoke^  and  his  pofte- 
^*  rity  to  the  Floods  the  fame  that  Noah  and 
«  bis  children  fpoke  to  the  difperfion  at  Ba- 
"  bcl,  and  the  fame  that  was  continued  in 
^*  the  line  if  the  Patriarchs  to  Abraham, 
."  isy  indeed^  very  oppofte  to  my  fentiments : 
**  which  were  not  taken  up  in  tranfitu,  but 
^*  mfome  confideration  of  thefe  things  as  far 
^*  as  we  have  data.  Bvt  of  data  we  have 
j**  tpo  few  to  form  any  other  opinion  than 
**  what  is  cwjedluraU  And  tho^gh  Iwmld 
^*  haive  ftine  pafs  for  fuch^  you  Jhould  not^ 
.^*  on  the  ether  hand^  be  too  certain  of  your' s^ 
^^  'which  I  think  is  overturned  by  thofe  ar^ 
<^  gumentsyou  ffe  ir^  defence  of  it" 

T,H  E  arguments  to  which  his  Lordfhip 
refers,  are  thofe  made  ufe  of  in  Mr  Hoi-- 
loway&  letter  abovementioned.  In  which 
•having  faid,  as  is  bcjfore  recited,  that  he 
took  his  .Lordfhip's  notion,  about  the  He- 
iM-ew  being  derived  down  by  Cham's  line, 
&c.  to  be  a  curfory  reflexion,  which  had 
never  been  formed  by  his  Lordfhip  into 
a  fettled  opinion  :  he  adds  this  reafon  for 
ikying  fo,  viz.— 

''FOR 
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«  FO  k  though  the  Canaanites,  feme  of 
'^  the  defcendants  of  Cham,  (who  were 
*'  planted  in  the  country  where  the  Father  of 
"  the  Faithful  was  by  the  Divine  Previa 
"  dence  to  be  fettled)  were  permitted  to  re-^ 
**  tain  this  language j  after  the  other  hea-^ 
"  thens  had  either  lofty  or  much  mixed  and 
**  confounded  it ;  yet  was  it  not  one  of  the 
«*  many  ramenta  of  the  old  Noachic  lan^ 
"  S^^S^i  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  '^^y  language  itfelf 
"  delivered  down  from  Heber  to  Abrahani, 
^^  and  continued  down  in  his  line  to  the  Ba- 
•^^  byloniih  Captivity/' 

Who  would  not  have  taken  this,  (ag 
it  fcems  his  Lordihip  did)  for  a  conceffim 
that  the  language  of  the  old  Canaanites 
was  Hebrew  ?  yet,  when  this  reafoning  is 
repeated,  (Primavity^  p.  5.)  it  turns  out 
no  more  than  2l  fuppofition^  or  a  cafe  put 
on  purpofe  to  fliew  that  it  may  not  be  ad- 
mitted.-^—^—"  For  fuppofngy  but  not  grant- 
^*  ing  what  fome  learned  men  have  before 
^^  fuppofedy  that  the  Canaanites,  &c.'  ■  > 
^*  were  permitted  to  retain  this  language^ 
^*  &c. — yr^Tet  was  it  neither  the  Canaanites 
^*  peculium,  nor  one  of  the  many  ramenta 
'^  of  the    Noachipk    language^,    but   that 

l[  very 
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**  very  language  itfelf,  banded  down  from 
«  Heber." 

B  u  T  he  does  not  fcem  to  have  attend- 
ed to  the  confequences  of  fuppofing  this ; 
for  it  follows  from  his  own  manner  of 
putting  the  cafe,  and  notwithftanding  his 
caveat  again  ft  Hebrew  being  thought  the 
Canaanites  Peculium^  that  it  was  derived 
down  by  Charri%  line  as  well  as  by  Sem% ; 
which  yet  he  will  not  care  to  allow*  Nay, 
the  fqppofipg  the  Canaanites  to  RETAIN 
the  Noacbk  language  may  have  further 
confequencies,  at  which  his  Lordihip 
points  in  the  conclufion  of  his  Reply  to 
Mr  Hollowafs  argument  frorn  the  Hebrew 
names  of  perfons  and  places,  before  the 
tranfadion  at  Babeh 

"  B  UT  if  there  be  any  force  in  thif 
^^  argument^  (fays  his  Lordfhip)  it  goes  too 
^^fary  and  proves  that  either  there  was  no 
^*  confu/ion  of  languages  at  Babel,  or  that 
'^  the  pojierity  of  Cham  retained  the  Noa- 
.  ^*  chical  language^  while  thofp  of  SeaiV  line 
^^  fpoke  a  different  tongue!' 

This  alternative^  of  either  no  confu- 
fion  of  language  at  BabeU  or  of  Ham% 
poilerity  ^fcaping  it,  while  thofe  of  ^m% 
line  were   afFeded  by  it,    feems  to  have 

given 
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given  Mr  Holloway  a  good  deal  of  thought 
and  trouble.  He  had  once  been  in  Mr 
HutchinfoTi^  fentiment,  that  there  was  no 
confufion  of  language  at  Babel.  Yet  in 
his  Letter  and  Spirit  he  gives  good  reafons 
for  his  departing  from  Mr  Hutchinfon  in 
this  point,  and  allows  a  confufion  of  lan- 
guage zt  Babel 'f  but  he  limits  it  to  the 
line  of  HatHy  the  apojlate  worlds  denoted, 
as  he  fuppofes,  by  the  phrafe  of  the  nvhole 
earth:  (Letter  and  Spirit ^  p.  109.  115.) 
Whofe  language  being  thus  confounded, 
the  line  of  Sem  will  feem  to  be  left  in 
pofleflion  of  the  Noachic  language,  and 
the  progeny  of  Ham  to  have  utterly  loft 
it.  By  which  means  Mr  Holloway  ap- 
peared to  be  provided  with  a  defence  a- 
gainft  the  other  part  of  his  Lordfliip's  al- 
ternative, having  thus  found  an  expedient 
for  reconciling,  what  before  feemed  in- 
compatible :  and  being  able  to  fhcw  the 
confiftency  of  a  confufion  of  the  Noachic 
language  with  it's  being  derived  down  by 
Sem's  line  not  by  Cham's. 

But  this  conftrudion  of  whole  earthy 
Gen.  xi.  i.  being  Angular  and  extraordi- 
nary, and  the  reftridion  of  the  confufion 
^f  language    to   Ham*9  curfed   progeny, 

{landing 
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fttnding  very  iU  with  the  proofs  that  are 
brought  of  Hebrew  (his  Noachic  lan- 
guage) being  the  language  of  old  Ca- 
fiaaHy  he  doth  not  think  fit  to  'm&&  upoa 
it  in  his  late  piece,  concerning  the  pri-^ 
mawtyy  ficc.  If  I  miftake  not,  he  doth 
Bot  once  mention  it  there,  but  returns  tp 
liis  former  reafoning  with  his  Lordihip, 
bow  fomething  improved. 

H  £  will  fuppofe  for  argument's  fake, 
but  will  not  grant  that  the  Canaanites  re- 
tained the  Noachic  language,  or  fpoke  Sk-^ 
irew.  And  even  on  fuppofition  that  they 
idid  retain  it,  yet,  as  he  now  adds,  it  was 
mot  their  Peculium. 

Yes,  furely  it  was,  if  they  alone  had 
it  as  their  native  tongue.  For  in  what 
fenfe  can  any  language  be  the  Peculium^ 
tor  property  of  any  race  or  community  of 
jnen,  in  which  Hebrew  was  not  theirs? 
We  have  all  the  evidence  of  it's  being  the 
<:ommon  language  of  their  country  that 
•can  be  expe<fted,  or  are  ufually  required 
in  fuch  a  cafe.  The  proper  names  of 
perfons  and  places,  in  great  abundance, 
firiBly  Hebrew.  Names  much  more  in 
number,  and  much  more  retentive  of  the 
Hebrew  propriety,  than  any  Mr  Holloway 

gives 
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gives  from  the  fame  topic,  in  proof  of  He- 
brew being  retained  in  Sem^^  line. 

He  doth  not  fay,  or  make  any  attempt 
to  (hew,  that  the  Canaanites  had  another 
language  befides  the  Hebrew,  which  wa!^ 
their  peculiumy  or  mother  tongue  ?   Thfs 
might,    indeed,    have  been  the  cafe   df 
Abraham^  and  his  progenitors,  whilft  they 
dwelt  in  Ur,  of  the  CbaUees,  and  in  Afo- 
Jopotamia;    provided  they  really   retained 
(that  I  may  alfo  fuppofe,  without  grant«- 
ing)  the  Hebrew,  together  xvith  the  lan- 
guages of  thofe  countries.     For,  as  Mr 
HoUoway  obferves,  /.  32.     They  *^  Living 
"  among  the  Aramites,   the  dependants  of 
"  one  ofthefomof  Shem,  all  of  them  knew^ 
**  and  onfome  occajtons^  as  early  as  the  time 
**  ^Laban,  made  ufe  of  the  Aramiti(h^  or 
"  Chaldee  tongue^     But  there  is  no  room 
to  think   this  was  the   cafe   of  the  Gj- 
naanitesy  or  that  they  had  any  other  dia- 
ledt  befides  the  Hebrew,  which  was  their 
vernacular  tongue. 

But  if  it  was  neither  (as  he  now  tdls 
us)  the  Canaanites  peculium^  nor  one  of 
the  many  ramenta  of  the  Noachic  language. 

What  was  it  then  ? Why  it  was  the 

very  Noachic   ^^  Language   handed  down 

^^fronk 
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^^from  Hcbcr,  together  with  the  true  Faith 
«*  g/'Noah,  and  the  antediluvian  Patriarchs, 
•«  to  Abraham,  and  in  his  race  nvas  pre-^ 
*^ferved  to  the  Babylonifli  Captivity  j  wbil/i 
*<  amtmg  the  remains  of  the  Canaanites,  af-^ 
"  ter  the  dass  of  Jofliua,  it  was  Joon  hft^ 
•*  degenerating  into  what  was  afterwards 
"  called^  the  Aratnitiih  and  the  Phcnician»'' 
Frimavity^  &c.  p.  5. 

T  H  AT  is,  according  to  the  faireft  con- 
ftru£tion  I  can  put  upon  this  intricate  pa^ 
ragraph— Although  the  Canaanites  be 
fuppofed  to  have  retained  the  Noachic  lan- 
guage as  well  as  the  line  of  Heber^  yet 
they  retained  not  the  primitive  Faith. 
Which  Faith  went  along  with  the  prirai- 
live  language  in  Hebers  line,  but  did  not 
accompany  it  among  the  Canaanites. '"--^•^ 
However,  they  might  preferve  the  lan- 
guage (though  without  the  Faith)  for 
jibrahani^  fake:  and  when  the  end  of 
their  retaining  it  was  anfwered  to  him 
and  his  feed,  they  loft  it,  or  at  leaft  they 
loft  it's  purity. 

Now  fuppofing  this,  if  I  have  re- 
prefented  it  aa  it  was  intended^  to  have 
been  the  cafe,  yet  it  was  the  Canaanites 
peculiumy   properly  fpeaking,    though  .in 

an 
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an  extraordinary  providential  way.  And, 
what  is  more,  it  was  upon  this  fuppofi- 
tion  derived  down  in  Ham's  line  in  a  moft 
remarkable  manner.  Therefore  Mr  Hol^  > 
loways  inference  is  wrong  in  p.  7.  where 
fpeaking  of  proper  names  in  Nahor\  fa- 
mily being  pure  Hebrew^  he  immediately 
adds,  ^^  And  SO  not  ^Z>^  Canaanites  pro-- 
*'  perty ;"  whereas  in  truth  Hebrew,  as  a 
language,  was  as  much  their  property  as 
Nabor%  and  in  fome  refpedis  more  fo. 

But  this  is  enough  to  haye  remarked 
upon  it  as  a  fuppojitiony  and  not  a  concejjton^ 
especially  as  I  have  confidered  the  point 
more  fully  in  the  preceding  difcourfe,  and 
ihewn  that  it  hath  no  confequence,  whe- 
ther conceded,  or  fuppofed,  towards 
proving  the  Biblical  Hebrew  to  have  been 
the  language  of  Adam  in  Paradife,  which 

is  Mr  Hqlloways  drift "  From  Adam 

"  to  Noah,  and  from  Noah  to  the  affair 
"  at  Babel,  and  from  thence  to  the  times  of 
"  Jacob,  and  his  family y--— the  language 
**  of  Adam,  and  the  antediluvian  Patri^ 
.  "  arcbsy — of  Noah,  Shem,  and  Heber,— 
"  g^  Abraham,  and  of  Nahor ;  within  the 
**  land  of  Canaan,  and  out  of  itj-^^in  Ur 
^^  of  the  Chaldees,  and  in  Padan-Aram, 
,     K  "  ivas 
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"  njoas  one  and  the  fame  language^  the  Bibli^ 
"  cal  Hebrew."     Primavity,  p.  j. 

N  o  coniideration  is  had  in  all  this  ac« 
count  of  the  language  of  old  Canaan^  not- 
withftanding  his  Lordihip  had  advertifed 
him,  that 

^^  ALL  our  evidence  is  to  be  fetched 
^^from  Mofes  5  and  his  writings  evidently 
^^  fhewi  that  the  fame  Hebrew  names  of 
"  perfons  and  places  were  commonly  received 
"  in  all  that  traSi  of  landj  from  Euphra-* 
"  tes  to  the  Mediterranean,  (which  was 
^^  promifed  to  Ahr^hm^s  Jeed)  long  before 
"  AbrsJiam  fet  his  foot  there.'''— ^And  that 
"  From  fo  many  infiances  of  Hebrew  words^ 
"  much  more  numerous  than  thofe  in  the  ge- 
^'  nealogy  from  Sem  to  Abraham,  itfoUows 
'^  that  the  Hebrew  tongue  was  the  tongue  of 
^*  of  the  Canaanites,  long  before  Abraham 
^^  fettled  in  Canaan  ;  and  confequentfyy  it  was 
"  the  language  of  the  people  which  firfl  inha- 
"  bited  this  country^  after  the  affair  of  Ba- 

"  bel."     And "  "they  were  Cham  and 

«  his  Childrenr 

T  o  all  this  Mr  Holhway  i^^lJ^  little  re- 
gard, and  proceeds.  "  There  was  no  breaks 
*^  no  chafm,  nor  change  of  language  among 

''the 


5f  the  perjonsy  and  in  the  countries  abwemen^ 
«  tio^dy     Primaevity,  p.  8. 

This  would  have  come  very  unac- 
countably from  one  who  acknowledges 
the  Noacbic  language  to  have  been  con- 
founded ^t  Babely  if  he  had  npt  reftraincd 
what  he  fays  to  perfo^is  and  countriesy  ex- 
clufive  of  the  CanaaniteSy  and.  limited  the 
^onfufion  of  tongues  to  the  curfed  pro- 
geny of  Ham.  But,  notwithftanding  the 
caution  ufed  in  wording  this  fentence,  he 
afterwards  confefles,  viz,  in/.  32.  the  ufe 
of  two  dialeSiSy  among  the  peffonSy  and  in 
the  countries  he  had  mentioned:  which 
though  it  be  neither  breaky  cbafm,  nor 
cbangCy  of  the  Hebrew  language,  yet 
makes  \t{s  for  it's  univerfality,  and  immu- 
tability, than  thtfole  ufe  of  it  would  have 
done.  But  to  tht  fo/e  ufe  of  it,  none  bi;t 
the  CanaaniteSy  as  far  as  we  can  gather, 
could  make  pretence.  By  his  limitation, 
indeed,  of  the  confufion  of  language  to 
flam's  pofterity,  there  was  a  breaky  and 
a  change  in  it,  moft  notorious.  But  let 
.this  obfcrvgtion  he  taken  along  with  it, 
diat  if  the  fpeaking  Hebrew  (which  the 
•  Canaanites  did)  be  confiftent  with  fuch  a  ' 
breaks  and  change  of  language  in  the  line 
K  2  of 
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Qi  Ham^  as  Mr  HoIIoway  hath  admitted  j 
then  the  Hebrew  being  alfo  the  language 
of  one  family  in  the  line  of  Sbemy  is  no 
proof  that  there  had  been  no  breaks  chafm^ 
or  change^  in  the  language  of  jibrabanC% 
progenitors.  ■  ■  ■  •*  Not  a  wordy  (as  Mr 
"  Holhway  proceeds,  ibid.)  of  another  Jiamp 
"  tbruji  in,  (except  only  one  monumental 
*^  name  recorded  in  Gtne&!^)  for  thefpace  of 
"  226syearsy  from  the  Creation." 

How  many  words  of  other  ftamps 
were  thruft  in,  at,  and  after  the  confufion 
of  language,  nobody  can  fay.  But  that 
none  were  thru/l  in^  is  more  than  he,  oc 
any  perfon,  can  without  great  prefumption 
affirm.  Mofes  happens  to  mention  in  one 
place,  two  Syriac  words  oiLaban'Sy  fpoken, 
as  it  fhould  feem,  in  the  language  of  his 
country.  But,  becaufe  he  was  of  Nahor's 
family,  in  which  Mr  Holloway  fuppofcs 
Hebrew  to  have  been  fpoken,  therefore 
thefe  two  Syriac  words,  fignifying  the  heap 
of  witnefsj  are  now  reprefented  as  tbru^ 
in  under  the  notion  oi  a  monumental  name. 
Whereas,  it  is  very  obvious,  that  what 
yacob  exprefled  in  proper  Hebrew y  was  by 
Laban  expreffed  in  proper  Syriac  \  which 
is  a  proof  that  the  latter  was  LabarC% 

native 
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native  ^language,  as  Hebrew  was  ^^^r^^'s. 
And,  I  think,  Mr  Holloway  owned  as 
much,  during  the  correfpondence,  when 
he  faid  in  the  abovemcntioned  letter  to 
his  Lordfliip,  concerning  this  very  paflage, 
as  follows, 

'  ^^  J  A  c  o  B  called  the  heap  of  witnefs 
"  raifed  by  him  and  Laban  *Tj;  7J  in  Jtm- 
*?  pie  Hebrew  j  and  Laban  called  the  fame 
"  in  the  derived  Aramitifh  or  Chaldee 
"  Knnnc^  ny.  T^he  Sacred  Penman  gives 
**  us  not  the  Hebrew  name  only^  but  the, 
"  Aranutifli  alfo  with  itJ' 

And  although  there  is  no  inftance  of 
JSfahor's  family  ufing  the  Syriac  earliar 
than  this}  yet  as  they  lived  among  the 
jAramtes^  the  prefumption  will  lie,  that 
they  talked  that  language  moflly.  And, 
if  they  did,  his  Lordfhip's  opinion  will 
prove  juft  and  right,  viz.  ths^t  Seiri%  line 
(poke  a  diflferent  tongue  from  that  of  the 
Canaanites.  And  that,  however,  the 
knowledge  of  the  Hebrew  might  be  pre- 
ferved  in  one  family  for  facred  ufes,  (which 
is  the  moft  that  any  of  Mr  Holhwaf^  ar- 
guments extend  to)  yet  Syriac  was  the  pC" 
nullum  of  Sem's  line,  as  Hebrew  was  of 
Cham's. 

K    ^  I  NOW 
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I  NOW  proceed  to  Mr  HoUowaf%  prooft 
of  the  primaevity  of  the  Hebrew,  which 
lie  together  in  p.  6.  of  his  late  piece,  and 
which  he  fays  "  Are  commonly  knowriy  and 
" generally  allowed''  And  if  he  had  an- 
nexed to  them  his  Lordfhip's  anfwer, 
(even  fo  far  as  it  goes  in  the  copy  before 
me)  it  would  neither  have  given  him 
much  trouble,  nor  taken  up  much  room : 
becaufe  his  Lordihip's  reafonmgs  lie  in  a 
little  compafs. 

But,  I  ihall  fupply  the  defed  as  far  as 
I  am  able. 

"  HER  E  are  three  fteps^  (fays  my 
**  Lord)  by  which  you  proceed  to  your  con^ 
f*  clujion. 

«  \.  FROM  Adam  to  the  Flood,  the 
*^  names  of  all  the  perfons  defcended  from  /&//» 
^^  are  Hebrev/. 

"  B  UTy  pray.  Sir,  how  few  are  they  ? 
**  too  few  to  build  a  general  obfervation  up^ 
*^  on.  jiboive  a  hundred  more  pure  He-- 
«  brew  nvords^  are  to  be  found  in  fome, 
*'  and  many  of  them  in  m(fi  tf  the  dncient 
^*  languages,  and  yet  thofe  barrages  are  aU 
f  *  different  from  each  ether'' 

The  brevity  of  this  reply  rs^  make 
|t  feem  to  Mr  Holhway  rathjpr  an  intima^ 

Hon 
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tim  than  an  anjwer.  But  yet,  I  think, 
the  inference  from  what  his  Lordihip 
obferves,  is  not  only  obvious  enough,  but 
alfo  unfriendly  enough  to  Mr  HoUoways 
hypothefis.  For  the  inference  is  this. 
That  the  Hebrew  may  have  feveral  words 
from  the  one  primitive  tongue,  and  yet 
be  a  different  language.  Or,  that  the 
having  feveral  words  in  common,  is  no 
proof  that  languages  are  therefore  the 
fame.  Why  might  not  the  Hebrew,  and 
the  other  tongues,  which  have  many  of 
the  fame  roots,  derive  them  from  a  lan- 
guage which  was  neither  Hebrew  nor 
any  other  language  now  extant  ?  And 
how  many  other  words  may  there  be  in 
other  languages,  which  were  derived  ori- 
ginally from  the  one  language  of  the 
earth,  which  yet  do  not  appear  in  the 
Hebrew  ? 

2.  Another  of  Mr  HoUoway's  argu- 
ments of  the  fame  nature  is,  that  from 
the  Flood,  down  to  the  affair  at  Babeh 
the  proper  names  c^  perfons  and  places  are 
Hebrew. 

"THESE  names,  (replied  my  Lord) 

"  are  alfo  too  few  to  infer  any  thing  frcm 

"  them  with  certainty.  They  only  prove^  tb^t 
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^  in  a  general Jhipwreckj  fome  languages  re^ 
**  tained  more  of  the  disjointed  planks  than 
"  others  did:' 

I  WAS  fo  unfortunate  as  to  give  Mr 
HoUoway  great  ofFence,  by  ufing  a  like  cx- 
prcflion  in  my  Dijfertations. 

H  E  "  Wijhedy  (fee  his  third  particu- 
lar Remark)  that  fuch  Jligbting  tbir{gs 
of  the  HebreWy  the  language  given  to 
Adam  by  Godj  had  not  fallen  from  fuch 
a  pen.  He  Jhould  think  a  Chrijlian  in 
tbefe  days  of  learning,  could  never  call 
*^  this  point  in  quejlion :  but  Dr  Sharp 
^*  wculd  reprefent  it  as  dubious:"^ 

I  c  A  N  the  more  eafily  bear  with  any 
of  his  cenfures  on  myfelf,  fince  he  could 
fo  eafily  fupprefs  his  ofFence  at  the  fame 
things,  when  they  fell  from  the  much 
more  able  pen  of  one  of  the  moft  learned 
writers  in  this  age  of  learning. 

His  Lordfliip's  notions  on  this  fubjed: 
were,  fo  far  as  I  knew  them^  the  fame 
with  my  own.  And  I  had  fome  extraor- 
dinary opportunities  of  knowing  them; 
and  am  very  fure  they  were  not  taken  up 
eurforily,  or  in  tranftUy  but  formed  upon 
a  variety  of  obfervations,  on  the  nature, 
gnd  changes  of  languages,  and  a  dofe  at- 
tention 
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tention  to  the  relation  which  the  oriental' 
bore  to  each  other,  as  well  as  their  affi- 
nity in  a  more  remote  degree  with  all  the 
ancient  languages.  This  was  a  ftudy,  in 
which  he  had  formerly  taken  great  de^ 
light,  and  of  this  kind  of  knowledge  he 
was  a  great  mafter. 

This  fecond  proof  from  the  Hebrew 
names  of  perfons  and  places,  before  the 
Difperfion,  which  his  Lordfliip  thought 
too  flender  to  infet  any  thing  certainly 
from,  appeared  neverthelefs  to  Mr  Holhway 
fo  very  ftrong,  that  after  having  fpoke  of 
his  own  dedudlions  in  general,  in  thcfc 
words,  p.  8. —  "  This  identity  of  language^ 
"  as  deduced  above^  being  too  apparent  to  be 
**  denied  by  any  body^  could  never^  with  any 
^^Jhew  of  argument y  be  oppofed  by  any!* 
He  adds,  with  refped:  to  this  particular 
proof  as  follows, 

"  NOTHING  therefore  remained  for 
•*  the  oppofers  of  this  plain  truths  but  toflur 
^'  in  an  evafm^  to  fupply  the  place  of  an 
"  objeEHon^  whicb^  howevery  (be/ides  other 
"  marks  of  falfity)  carries  along  with  it  the 
**  felf-dete&ion  that  all  evqfions  doy  viz.  that 
"  of  being  uttered  abjblutefyy  (as  nve  fay) 
^  mthout  booky  or  by  mere  guefsy  and  there^ 

.   ''fore 
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**yor^,  in  reality^  deferves  nobody  s  notice. 
**  J7)e  eva/wn  I  mean,  isy  that  though  the 
•'  Jinte-habyhnian  proper  names  arc  all  of 
**  the  Hebrew  original  and  idiom,  yet/'— 
then  follows  the  evafion^  printed  as  a  quo- 
tation  ''There  was,  or  MIGHT  be, 

^^  fome  other  primitive  language,  out  of  which 
«•  Mofes  afterwards  tranjlated  them  into  his 
<^  Hebrew^  to  make  all  a^wmahle  to  the 
•*  language  in  which  he  wrote*' 

Now  the  reader  is  defired  to  take  np* 
tice»  that  this  evafion  was  not  his  Lord-r 
ihip's;  nay,  further,  that  his  Lordfhip 
made  ufe  of  Mr  Iklloway%  own  reafoning 
againft  the  like  evajion  on  the  other  fide, 
vrhtn  Jbirred  in  by  the  aifertors  of  the  He- 
brew jprim»vity,  to  obviate  the  proo6 
brought  againft  it's  primsvity,  from  the 
^Id  Canaanitijh  names.  His  Lordfhip  does 
not,  indeed,  fpeak  of  this  evafion,  ^^'  An 
**  inflance  of  fooling  and  falfifying,*'  or  call 
it  "  Brutumfulmen,'^  or  afcribc  it  to  "  Pre- 
^'fumption,  oppofed  to  the  Divine  evidence 
"  rffdSi'*  (See  Primavity,  p.  9.  and  10.) 
But  his  words  are- 

"  IT  may  be  faid,  that  Mofes  changed 
"  the  true  Canaanitifh  names,  in  conformity 
^'io  the  Hebrew  idtonk,  for  Hebrew  names 

"  that 
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^*  that  were  more  known  and  famitiar  to  the 
**  Ifraelites.  But  this  fancy ^  you  (fays  his 
"  Lordftlip  to  Mr  HoUoway)  rejeSl  with 
^^fcom^  as  not  giving  the  true  name^  Suf 
"  the  interpretation  of  it.  Andy  I  agree 
^^  with  youj  this  was  not  the  cafe  bere^  and 
^^  isfcarce  allowable  in  an  hijlorical  narra^ 
^^  tion.  Andfince  we  are  herein  of  the  fame 
^^  opinion^  we  may  come  in  time  to  think  a^ 
**  like  of  the  Hebrew  tongueJ' 

With  thefe  mild  words,  the  copy  uih 
der  his  own  hand,  out  of  which  I  have 
taken  fo  many  paf&ges  ends,  or  breaks  oflT. 
And,  I  am  bereaved  of  all  further  gtti» 
dance,  or  intelligence  from  himfelf,  con- 
cerning his  replies  to  the  third,  and  fourth 
proofs  alledgcd  by  Mr  Hollowly ^  zip.  6. 


SECT. 
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SECT.     III. 


BU  T  whereas  there  is  a  paflage  cited 
in  ^.  53.  out  of  one  of  his  I^ord- 
fliip's  original  letters,  relating  to  the  fourth 
proof,  taken  from  the  names,  attributes, 
&c.  of  the  Gentile  idols,  upon  which  Mr 
Holloway  has  remarked  a  good  deal  in  that, 
and  the  four  following  pages,  through 
mifapprehenfion,  as  I  conceive,  of  his 
Lorddiip's  meaning ;  I  ftiall  therefore  take 
the  liberty  of  examining  his  remarks  by 
the  paffage  itfelf. 

Mr  Holloway  owns,  that  what  his  Lord- 
ftiip  fays  is  ."  Very  ingenioujly  offeredy  and 
"  majlerly  exprejfed^  buty  (as  he  adds)  /»- 
«<  vertingy  as  it  doesy  the  Jiate  of  things  in 
^^fome  particulars y  it  gives  a  mijidken  ac- 
"  count  of  the  point  in  queftion.     For, 

"  ift.  THE  learned  Prelate  took  me  to 
^^fuppofiy  that  the  Jews  invented,  or  gave 
"  names  to  the  Heathen  idols^  or  to  as  many 

''of 
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^^  of  them  as  they  worjhipped^  wbicb  I  by  m 
**  means  do  J* 

But  there  is  nothing  in  the  paflage,  as 
Mr  Holloway  gives  it,  from  whence  this 
can  be  inferred.  On  the  contrary,  his 
Lordfhip  fuppofes  nothing  but  what  Mr 
Holloway  fays,  (ibid.)  Jbefees^vA  knowSy  viz. 
"'  That  the  Ifraelites  received  their  idolatry 
^^from  their  Heathen  neighbours  the  Cana- 
"  anites,  Edomites,  Syrians,  &c.  and  with 
"  the  thingSy  did alfo  take  the  names'* 

The  only  point  in  which  they  appear 
to  differ  is  this.  Mr  Holloway  thinks,  that 
the  names  of  thefe  Gentile  gods,  which 
are  properly  Hebrew,  were  impofed  be- 
fore the  Difperfion ;  and  that  thofe  which 
have  only  affinity  with  the  Hebrew,  were 
impofed  from  corrupted  Hebrew  foon  after 
die  Difperfion.  See  p.  54.  Whereas  his 
Lordfhip,  on  the  other  hand,  looking  up- 
on all  the  proper  Hebrew  names  to  have 
been  impofed  by  the  Canaanites,  Edomites^ 
Moabitesy  &c.  who  talked  Hebrew,  from 
their  own  language,  thought  thofe  others 
which  are  not  properly  Hebrew,  fhould 
be  accounted  for  from  the  other  Eaflern 
tongues  ufed  in  Egypty  Ninevehy  and  Ba^ 
from  whence  much  idolatry  was 

tranfplanted 
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traniplanted  into  Canaan.  And  thus  he 
fupports  what  he  had  before  faid,  that 
«*  5fi6f  derivation  of  tbefe  names  are  not  to  he 
^^  fetched  from  the  Biblical  HfbreWy  exclufrve 
^«  of  the  other  Eaflem  tongues^ 

Av  D  where  is  the  wonder  that  the 
nanies  of  idok^  fi^Jl^j  ritesj  &c.  which 
were  of  Canaanitijb  inftitution,  (hould  be 
found  to  be  either  iimpie  Hebrew,  or  of 
Hebrew  fabricature,  as  that  was  the  lan- 
guage of  Old  Canaan.  Ham  and  his  curfed 
progeny  were,  in  Mr  Holloway^s  own  ac- 
count, the  principal  architedts  in  idolatry, 
and  the  firft  apoftates  after  the  Flood.  And 
to  a  very  great  height  had  their  idolatry 
grown,  when  the  Ifraelites  took  poiTefiion 
rf  their  land.  The  variety  of  their  deities^ 
tempksy  (Sc.  including  only  fuch  as  are 
mentioned  in  the  Scriptures^  was  great: 
as  Mr  Hutcbinfon  has  fliewn  in  his  Trin. 
of  the  Gentiksy  though  not  quite  fo  great 
as  he  reprefents  it.  And  from  what  lan- 
guage pould  it  be  expedted  thofe  names 
ihould  have  been  taken,  but  from  the  lan- 
guage of  their  own  country  ? 

A  N  D  as  for  thofe  names  which  could 
•not  be  accounted  for,  or  not  fo  well  ac- 
counted for  from  the  Hebrew,  his  X>ord- 

fhip 
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ftiip  fuppofed  them  to  have  been  taken 
from  the  neighbouring  Heathen  countries, 
whofe  proper  fabricature  they  were,  cor- 
refponding  with  their  feveral  dialefts.  And 
when  either  the  Canaanites  or  the  Ifraelites 
borrowed  fuch  corruptions  of  their  Gentile 
neighbours,  they  tooky  (as  his  Lordfhip 
lays)  the  names  alfo  with  the  things. 

But  his  Lordfliip,  it  fcems,  has  invert^ 
ed  thejiate  of  things  yet  more.    For, 

«  2dly,  I'HE  Bifiop  fuppofed,  that  the 
"  Ifraelitijh  nation^  and  the  Biblical  jE&- 
"  brew  tongue  were  coeval.  Or,  that  this 
"  language  was  at  heft  no  more  than  the  pro^ 
**  vincial  dialeSi  of  the  Canaanites,  fome^ 
**  time  formed  like  the  other  diakSis  and 
**  tongues  out  of  the  Noachic  language^\ 

P-  54- 

What  his  Lordfhip  could  mean  by 
the  Ifraelitifr  nation,  and  the  Biblical  He- 
brew being  coevaly  (if  he  ever  fo  expref- 
fcd  himfelf )  I  cannot  conceive,  unlefs  it 
were,  that  he  did  not  account  them  a  nd^ 
tion,  till  they  were  brought  up  out  of  bon- 
dage to  pof&fs  the  promifed  land ;  nor  ac- 
count their  language  Biblical  Hebrew,  'till 
it  had  received  thofe  additions  and  alte- 
rations which  might  have  been  made  in  It 

by 
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by  the  IfraeliteSy  during  more  than  200 
years  fojournment  m  Egypty  and  before. 
Mofes  wrote  the  Pentateuch. 

B  E  this  as  it  will ;  it  is  not  denied  that 
he  made  the  other  fuppofition,  that  is, 
his  Lordfhip  plainly  took  this  language  to 
be  a  provincial  diileSi^  and  to  have  been 
formed  like  other  tongues,  out  of  the 
Noachic  language. 

"  B  UT  there  is  nojign,  (fays  Mr  fli?/- 
**  hway^  ibid.)  or  token^  that  either  of.thefe 
"  things  were  thus,  but  all  the  proof  to  the 
"  contrary  that  can  be  dejired!' 

Due  allowance  being  made  for  Mr  HoU 
Jfawiz/s  hyperbolical  manner  of.expreffing 
himfelf  on  fome  occafions^  and  alfo  for 
bis  moderation  and  contentment  with 
fmall  proofs,  if  they  feem  to  make  for 
him;  I  need  not  be  under  much  pain, 
from  this  previous  account,  about  what  is 
to  follow  ;  which  is, 

''FOR  the  Biblical  Hebrew,  as  we 
''  ftill  have  it  exhibited  in  writing,  or  to 
''/peak  more  properly,  the  Biblical  Hebrew 
''  Writing  is  not  older,  nor  fo  old  as  the 
''people  of  Ifrael.  But  then  it  is  clearly 
"feen  by  that  very  fFriting^'^^-^^that  the 
'^  language  it  was  penned  in  was  much 

"older. 
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"  older,  and  of  vajily  greater  eoctent  than 
"  the  Ifraelitijhj  Canaanitijh^  or  any  othef 
"  nation  in  the  world''  p.  ^^, 

When  his  Lord  (hip  fpoke  of  the  Bibli'^ 
cal  Hebrewy  he  meant  thereby,  as  one 
would  prefume,  the  Hejjrcw  in  that  Jiate 
of  the  language  in  which  we  have  it  exhi-^ 
bited  in  writing.  But  Mr  Holloway^  that 
he  may  give  us  the  phrafe  under  greater 
prccifion,  fubftitutes  writing  inftead  of 
tongue  \  and  then  is  pleafed  to  obferve, 
that  this  writing  is  not^  old  as  the  people 
of  Ifraely  but  the  tongue  itfelf  is  much  older 
than  they,  or  the  CanaaniteSy  or  any  other 
nation.  And  thus  he  has,  in  appearance^ 
overturned  at  once  ^  both  the  fuppofitions 
he  had  afcribed  to  his  Lordfhip.  For,  as 
it  is  confefled,  the  writing  was  not  fo  old 
as  the  people  of  Ifrael.  The  Biblical  He*- 
brew  was  not,  (if  we  will  fpeak  properly 
with  Mr  Holloway)  coeval  with  the  Ifraeli- 
tifh  nation.  And  the  tongue  itfelf  being 
older  than  any  nation,  (if  we  can  fee  by 
that  very  writing  as  clearly  as  he  doth  that 
it  is  fo)  could  not  be  a  provincial  dialed: 
formed  out  of  the  Noachic  language. 

And  the  reafons  with  which  he  fup- 

ports^    not    only    the    antiquity  but  the 

^  '        L  identity 
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identity  of  this  language  from  the  begin- 
ning, immediately  follow,  p.  55.  and 
fhould  be  well  attended  to,  as  being,  in 
his  eftimation,  **  all  the  proof  that  can  be 
"  defredy  viz. 

(ift.)  "  7'HE  feries  of  narrations  deli- 
"  vered  in  //,  in  one  and  the  fame  tenor  of 
**  languagey  without  the  leafi  hint  of  any 
"  tranfition  from  any  former  language  to 
"  that  in  which  the  Divine  author  wrote^ 
"  as  diverfe  from  it :  an  events  which  if 
"  there  had  been  any  Juch^  could  not  but 
"  have  appeared.'' 

I T  would  feem  ftrange,  if  in  a  feries 
of  narrations,  the  fame  writer  fliould  not 
ufe  the  fame  tenor  of  language^  although 
he  wrote  accounts  of  different  things  and 
times.  When  any  writer  does  otherwife, 
as  Daniel  and  Ezra  for  inftance,  there  is 
commonly  an  apparent  reafon  for  their  not 
uling  the  fame  tenor  of  language  through- 
out. But,*  where  no  fuch  reafon  appears, 
a  change  of  language  is  not  ordinarily  to 
be  expedted  in  any  writer.  Look  among 
the  narrations,  interfperfed  in  the  hiftori- 
cal  books  of  Scripture,  of  things  that 
paffed  in  Egypt y  Afyria^  &c.  where  other 
tongues  were  fpoken ;  you  will  find  them 

never- 
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ncverthelefs  wrote  in  fimple  Hebrew,  (a 
very  few  words  excepted,  for  which  the 
reaibns  inftantly  appear)  and  in  one  and  the 
fame  tenor  of  language  in  which  the  Sacred 
Penmen  wrote,  when  they  recorded  the 
affairs  of  the  Hebrews.  Now,  if  thefc 
hiftorical  narrations  of  what  was  done  in 
other  countries,  penned  in  Hebrew,  be 
no  proof  that  the  Egyptians^  Affyriam^  &c. 
talked  Hebrew  too,  then  Mofes  having 
wrote  his  account  of  the  Creation,  and  his 
ihort  hiftory  of  the  Antediluvians  in  one 
and  the  fame  tenor  of  language,  in  which 
he  wrote  the  aflFairs  of  the  Ifraelites  in  Ga:- 
naany  is  no  proof  that  the  Hebrew  of  the 
Pentateuch  was  the  language  of  Adam^  and 
of  the  old  world. 

When  Mx  Holloway  %dA%y  that  "  M?- 
^^  fes  gave  not  the  leaji  bint  of  any  tranfition 
^^  from  any  former  language  j"  he  feems  to 
have  entirely  overlooked  that  very  remark,- 
able  account  that  Mofe^  gave,  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  whole  earth  being  confound- 
ed in  the  plains  of  Sbinaar  ;  which  is  fo 
ilrong  an  intimation  of  a  tranfition  from  a 
former  language,  as  might,  if  he  had  re- 
coUedled  it,  have  reftrained  him  from 
L  2  fpeaking 


fpeaking  with  fo  little  caution,  and  referve 
on  this  head. 

But"  Such  an  events  if  there  had  been 
"  anyfucby  could  not  but  have  appeared'* 

I  T  hath  appeared  j  for  MofeSy  though 
he  hath  omitted  many  tilings  we  fhould 
be  glad  to  know,  hath  thought  fit  to  re- 
cord this,  as  a  very  extraordinary  event, 
(in  the  fame  tenor  of  language  too,  though 
the  event  was  the  confufion  of  language) 
in  which  he  penned  his  other  narrations. 
And  it  is  fo  far  from  being  a  matter  of 
common  doubt,  whether  there  had  been  any 
fuch  event  or  not,  that  the  belief  of  it  hath 
generally  prevailed,  and  the  tradition  of  it 
hath^  as  Mr  Holloway  himfelf  elfe  where 
fpeaks,  (Letter  and  Spirit ^  p.  119.)  gone 
out  into  all  the  earth.  If,  neverthelefs, 
there  be  anv  to  whom  this  memorable  e- 
vent,  already  on  record,  appears  capable 
of  another  conftrudlion,  they  may  try  to 
make  the  beft  of  their  own  interpretation 
of  it,  but  fhould  not  go  into  fuch  an  ex- 
treme of  Angularity  as  to  deny  that  it  is 
a  hintj  at  leaft,  of  a  tranjition  from  one 
language  to  another. 

The  next  reafon  Mi"  Holloway  gives  is, 

(2dly.) 
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(2dly.)  ^^  The  interlocutory  difcourfes 
**  of  ante-diluroian  perfons^  rehearfed  as  they 
<f  5tt;^r^  uttered  in  the  fame  language^ 

But  who  can  know  this,  or  be  able 
with  any  degree  of  certainty  to  fay  fo  ?  If 
It  can  be  fhewn  that  Adaniy  Eve^  Cain^ 
and  the  two  Lamechs  fpoke  thofe  very  fame 
words  by  which  Mofes  relates  their  inter- 
locutory difcourfes  5  Mr  Holloway  will  need 
no  other  argument,  for  this  alone  will 
prove  all  that  he  aims  at. 

But  the  bare  faying  fo,  though  it  hath 
been  affirmed  by  the  Rabbins^  and  aflented 
to  by  fome  pious  and  learned  Chriflians, 
has  not  been  taken  for  fufficient  evidence, 
when  urged  in  proof  of  the  prima^vity  of 
the  tongue, 

MO  S  ES's  hiftory  will  be  no  lefs 
true,  nor  his  Revelations  lefs  explicit,  tho' 
they  were  not  fuppofed  to  be  penned  in  the 
ante-dilufvian  language,  but  in  another  lan- 
guage that  arofe  out  of  it's  confufion.  We 
Ijave  none  even  of  our  Blefled  Saviour's /;/- 
terlocuiory  difcourfes  with  his  Difciples  and 
others  J  none  of  his  divine-precepts,  and 
moft  falutary  inftruftions  rehearfed  in  the 
fame  language  in  which  they  were  deliver- 
ed by  himfelf.  We  have  only  a  few  finglc 
L  3  words, 
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^ords,  and  one  or  two  (hort  fentences  re- 
hcarfed  as  they  were  uttered  by  him ;  which 
(hew  us,  indeed,  what  language  he  fpoke, 
but  do  not  feem  to  ferve  any  other  mate- 
rial purpofe.  And  yet  the  Gofpels,  as  we 
have  theni  in  Greek,  and  under  this  defi- 
ciency, if  it  may  be  called  fo,  are  fuffi- 
ciently  authentick\  properly  divine  writ-- 
ingSy    his  ijoordj    and  the  word  of  eternal 

life. 

MOSES  like  wife  gives  us  the  inter- 
locutory difcourfes  of  Laban  the  Syrian^ 
of  Fharaohy  of  Potiphars  wife,  and  other 
Egyptians^  in  pure  Hebrew  5  when  yet 
there  is  little  room  to  doubt,  (and  Mr 
Holloway  himfelf  elfewhere  allows,  as  in 
p.  32,  34.)  that  the  one  talked  the  Arami- 
tijh  dialect,  and  the  others  the  Egyptian ; 
and  why  he  might  not  as  well  give  the 
interlocutory  difcourfes  of  the  ante-diluvianSy 
in  a  language  they  did  not  talk  themfelves, 
it  will  become  Mr  Holloway  to  explain.  It 
will  not  be  eafy  to  evade  thi^  reafoning, 
linlefs  we  will  prefume  that  Laban  never 
talked  Syriac,  but  when  he  called  the  heap 
of  witnefs  Jegar  Sahadutha ;  that  Pharaoh 
never  talked  in  the  Egyptian  dialed:,  but 
[  when  he  named  Jofeph  Zaphnatb  Paaneab^ 
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nor  the  people  of  Egypt^  but  when  they 
cried  Abrech  before  Jofeph^  Gen.xli.  43. 
I  fay,  uniefs  we  will  prefume  that  they 
never  talked  their  own  language  at  other 
times,  becaufe  their  words,  on  all  other 
occafions,  are  rehearfed  by  Mofes  in  pure 
Hebrew.  And  Mr  Holloway  himfclf,  I 
think,  would  fcarce  admit  of  this  pre- 
fumption,  though  it  is  very  like  his  own, 
with  refped:  to  the  Ante-diluvians. 

Another  of  his  reafons  is, 

(3dly.)  ^^  THE  names  of  perfons  and 
*^  things^  with  their  reafons  etymologically 
**  ajfigned  in  that  language T  (viz.  the  Bi- 
blical Hebrew.) 

O  F  proper  names  etymologized  for  us  in 
the  Sacred  Hebrew^  (p.  22,)  he  gives  us 
about  half  a  fcore  inftances.  But  all  of 
them  have  been  fo  often,  and  fo  thorough- 
ly difcuifed  by  other  writers,  that  I  believe 
the  critical  reader,  who  carefully  examines 
and  compares  Mr  Holloway  s  manner  of 
expounding  them  all  by  the  Hebrew,  with 
what  hath  been  faid  by  others,  will  be  of 
opinion,  that  he  hath  left  the  matter  in  no 
refpedt  more  clear  and  fatisfadtory  than  he 
found  it.  For  other  learned  men  have  ju- 
dicioufly  remarked,  that  Jome  of  thefc 
L  4  names, 
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names,  with  their  reafons  alfo,  arc  as  well 
made  out  by  the  Cbaldee^  or  SyriaCy  as  by 
the  Hebrew,  and  fome  of  them  better  : 
that  others  of  them  may  be  explained  from 
the  Egyptian,  Mtbiopic,  Arabic,  or  yfr- 
menian  dialedts ;  th^t  fome  of  thofe  reafons 
alfo,  which  he  accounts  to  be  etymologi- 
cally  affigned,  are  no  more  than  allufiom ; 
of  which  opinion  was  Bocbart  himfelf,  the 
great  aflertor  of  the  Hebrew  Primaevity. 

Remitting  the  reader  therefore  to 
the  principal  writers  who  have  handled 
this  fubjed,  and  who  were  fpecially  men- 
tioned in  the  foregoing  Difcourfe,  I  fhall 
enter  here  into  no  other  particulars,  but 
fuch  as  immediately  concern  Mr  Holloways 
reafonings  with  his  Lordfliip. 

H  E  had  urged,  as  a  mark,  or  proof  of 
the  Hebrew  Primaevity,  that  proper  names 
Ve  given,  and  tbeir  reafons  affigned  in  that 
language.  His  Lordfhip  had  replied,  ^e 
names  are  too  few  to  build  a  general  obfer- 
nation  upon.  And,  I  now  add  further, 
that  tbe  reqfons  affigned  for  fuch  names 
zxc  fewer  Jlill  I  and  that  even  fome  of 
thofe  too  may  be  affigned  etymologically 
from  other  dialeSiSy  as  well  as  from  the  He- 
brew.    So  that  thp  number  pf  wpr4§  to 

be 


be  accounted  properly  Hcbrcvir,  either  in 
t^e  names,  or  in  the  reafom  affigned  for 
them,  .is  fo  fmall,  that  it  will  not  fupport 
that  weight  of  evidence  which  it  is  fup-. 
pofed  by  Mr  Holkway  to  carry  with  it 
For  it  arifes  no  higher,  in  ftridl  reafoning, 
than  a  proof  that  thofe  few  words  were 
farts  of  the  primaeval  language,  or  terms 
in  ufe   among  the  Ante-diluvians  at  the 
tini^,    or  in  the  age  when  thofe  names^ 
were  impofed,  or  thofe  reafoos  afCgned ; 
in  like  manner  as  the  words  in  SyriaCy  or 
other  dialeds,  by  which  fome  of  the  ety-* 
mologies  are  better  accounted  for  than  by 
the  Hebrew,  »re  according  to  the  fame 
way  of  reafoning  to  be  reckoned  part  of 
the    Ante-diluvian   language  too.      And 
where  the  etymologies,  or  the  reafons  af-* 
figned  for  them  belong  to  any  other  dia-- 
led  rather  than  the  Hebrew,   yet  Mpfes  m 
giving  the  namfss  and  reafons  of  them, 
as  neflrly  as  the  Hebrew  can  exprefs  them, 
cannot  be  faid  to  tranfgrefs  in  hiftorical 
narration,  any  more  than  he  doth  in  re^ 
latingy  (as  was  obferved  above)  in  the  lan^ 
guage  he  *  wrote  in,  the  interlocutory  dif^ 
courfes  which  were  delivered  in  other  du« 
kdls  in  Syria  or  J^gypt. 

It 
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It  will  fbmetimes  happen,  and  it  is  ob- 
vious to  conceive  why  it  fliould,  that  the 
propriety  of  an  etymology  which  is  taken 
from  one  language,  when  the  reafon  of  it 
is  given  in  another  language,  will  not  fo 
readily  appear  to  us,  although  the  r-eafon 
of  it  be  truly  given  in  that  other  language. 
See  what  difficulties  the  Commentators  are 
put  to  in  endeavouring  to  derive  Boanerges^ 
{Mark  iii.  17.)  in  the  language  of  Jerufa^ 
kmj  fo  as  to  make  it  (ignify  what  it  is  ex- 
plained, The  fons  of  thunder.  Yet  none 
will  fay,  that  St  Mark's  Gofpel  is  either 
falfe  in  this  article,  or  imperfedl  in  expref- 
fing  the  true  etymological  meaning  of  that 
name,  according  to  the  language  from 
whence  it  wa?  impofed.-— So  again,  Thou 
art  wrrpoc,  and  on  this  rock  '^!l(»  will  Ibuild^ 
&c.  {Mattb.  xvi.  18.)  When  yet  neither 
the  true  original  name  that  was  impofed 
on  Simony  nor  the  word  whence  the  rea- 
fon of  it  was  etymologically  affigned,  are 
given  by  this  Evangeliji. 

A  N  D  fo  miich  for  the  names  rf  perfons. 
As  for  the  names  of  things  to  which  Mr 
Jlolloway  here  alfo  refers,  as  evidences  to 
his  purpofc,  the  fame  anfwer  may  ferve 

in 
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in  fomc  refpefts,  but  in  others  it  (hould 
be  enlarged. 

H  B  had  exprefled  himfelf,  concerning 
the  appellatives,  more  fully  in  another 
paffage,  (Frimavityj  p.  12.)  where  he 
lays. 

^^  BUT  there  are  alfo  many  appellative 
*5  as  well  as  proper  nameSy  with  their  reafons 
'*  etyrmlogically  ajjigned  in  the  Hebrew  Bible^ 
"  where  their  renderings  in  the  derived  lan^ 
"  g^^S^^y  *^^  Chaldee^  Arabic^  &c.  fail  or 
"  deviate^  as  not  being  able  to  fuit  the  faid 
"  etymological  reafons  after  the  fame  manner 
*^  to  the  na/nes  j  which  is  evidence  of  the 
««  Primavify  of  that  with  refpeSi  to  all 
«  thefe." 

When  we  except  out  of  the  many  appeU 
lativesy,  whofe  reafons  are  here  faid  to  be 
afligned  in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  all  thofe 
which  he  imagines  to  be  compounded, 
and  to  carry  their  own  reafons  in  them- 
fclves,  and  which  are  etymologized  for  uSy 
jiot  in  Scripture,  but  in  his  book  of  origi-- 
palsy  (of  which  compounds  more  hereafter) 
the  number  will  be  found  extremely yhe? : 
and  even  with  refpecft  to  thofe  feWy  his  ar- 
gument doth  not  appear  to  be  properly 
^ated }   for  it  reaches  only  to  the  render^ 

ings 
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ings  in  the  Polyglot  Bible,  which  fail  or 
deviate^  &c.  and  not  to  the  languages^ 
whofe  renderings  they  are ;  fince  it  may 
be  {hewn  that  thofe  languages  have  words^ 
whereby  they  are  able  tofuit  the  etymobgi'^ 
cal  reafons  to  the  natneSy  after  the  fame  man^ 
ner  that  the  Hebrew  doth. 

I  SHALL  examine  one  inftance,  which 
feems  the  ftrongeft  in  Mr  Holhwafs  fa- 
vour, and  by  which  a  judgment  may  be 
made  of  the  reft. 

He  obferves,  the  name  I/tah  was  given 
to  woman  y  becaufejhe  was  taken  out  of  IJh^ 
man.  "  But  the  Syriac  (as  he  adds,  p.  i6. 
^*  of  his  Primavity)  and  the  Samaritan 
^^fayy  the  woman  Jhould  he  called  Antetha, 
^*  becaufe  Jhe  was  taken  out  of  Gabar,  an-- 
^  other  name  for  man^  to  which  Ante&a 
^'  has  no  relation^ 

The  obfervation  is  juft  with  regard  to 
the  Syriac  verfion  in  the  Polyglot  by  Atte-^ 
tha,  but  is  not  fo  with  regard  to  the  lan^ 
guage  itfelf  Becaufe  the  Syrians  from 
J^abar  mafculine  regularly  form  a  femi^ 
nine ;  which  is  to  be  found  in  their  Lexi-i- 
cons  and  Grammars,  though  it  be  anti- 
quated ;  and  on  that  account  moft  proba- 
bly^  not  ufed  by  the  tranflator. 

Sq 
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So  likcwife,  when  he  objefts  igainft 
the  Vulgate  for  reading,  "  She  Jhould  be 
"  called  Virago,  becaufe  Jhe  was  taken  de 
"  Viro  5  which  (fays  he,  p.  17.)  is  to  lofe 
^^  fight  of  both  the  name^  and  reafon  of  the 
"  ^/]g-/«i7A"— —This  objedtion  had  been 
prevented,  if  the  Vulgate  had  read  it,  ai 
Drufius  does,  viz.  Vira  de  Viro :  Fira  be- 
ing an  old  Latin  word  for  Famina^  or 
Mulier^  according  to  Fefius.  And  then 
both  the  name  and  the  reafon  of  it  would 
have  been  as  proper  in  the  Latin,  as  in 
the  pfefent  Hebrew. 

And  the  fame  may  be  faid  of  Symma-- 
chus's  vcrfion  xx»iO»Kri?«*  awJjp*<>  and  of  the 
French,  on  la  nommera  Hommejfey  as  di^ 
ftinguiftied  from  HommaJJe. 

Now,  when  the  tranflators  of  the  He- 
brew Bible,  whofe  renderings  arc  given  in 
the  Polyglot,  had  words  to  exprefs  the  rea- 
fon of  the  etymology  by,  but  did  not  ufe 
them,  it  was  their  fault,  fo  far  as  it  may 
be  deemed  a  fault.  Yet  ftill  the  truth  of 
the  narration  is  preferved,  if  it  fufficiently 
appear  from  their  renderings,  that  the 
name  was  given  in  the  original,  fuiting 
the  reafon  therein  alledged,  for  it's  impo- 
fition,  whether  the  tranflation  of  the  word, 

which 
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true  radical  fignification  of  AreU  is.  l^ot 
in  bis  Originals  it  is  conftrufted  of  "  ^rt 
«*  which  Jignijies  to  run  out  in  fmall  parts, 
•*  like  the  atwis  of  fire  in  lightning  (Nah.  ii. 
•*  4.)  and  to  difiribute  by  portions^  (2  Chron, 
"XXXV.  13.)  and  of  \)il^  which  fgnifes 
•*  to  bruifey  or  break  in  pieces.  Htfe  terms 
••  (Ays  b^)  as  far  as  is  our  purpofe  to  ex^ 
•*  plainy  defcribe  what  is  done  to  the  earth, 
'*  and  thofe  other  parts  mixed  with  it  to 
^^fupply  matter  for  vegetation'"    Vol.11. 

P'  3^3- 

B  u  T  in  his  Primavityy  when  it  is  to 

bis  pidTpofe  to  explain  it  otberwifcy  *^  p» 

«  has  verbs  of  ifs  own  ifn  and  ^m  to  ex^ 

^«  prejs  the  tremulous  motion  of  the  earthy  in 

"  the  courfe  ofifs  revolution  round  the  fun!* 

And  furely  no  verfion  or  term  in  any 
other  language,  can  reach  the  full  mean- 
ing of  a  word,  whofe  fignification  is  fo 
compleXy  if  both  thefe  accounts  may  ftand ; 
or  fo  indefinite  and  uncertain,  if  we  know 
not  which  of  them  may  fl:and. 

Besides,  how  fhall  we  be  fure  that 
one  of  the  roots,  viz.  "^in,  is  not-  to  be 
underftood  in  this  compofition,  as  it  is  in 
Sherets  abovcmentioned,  where  it  fignifics 

Kterally 
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Uisralfy  to  break  out  abundantly  by  attrition^ 
coUifimy  &c.  ?  And  another  queftion  may 
be^put  now,  which  could  not  be  afked 
before,  viz.  How  fhall  it  be  known  whe- 
thet  Sherets-  may  not  alfo  be  compounded 
with  *{n  as  well  as  ^Itl,  verbs  of  ifs  own 
rooty  to  exprefs  fomething  oi  a  tremulous 
motion  of  creeping  things  in  their  natural 
courfe  of  progrejjum  f  For  no  reafon,  I  con- 
ceive, can  be  given  why  the  fyllable  ^, 
when  in  jundion  with  the  relative  ttf, 
ihould  not  have  the  fame  meaning,  as  it 
hath  in  jundion  with  the  pfefix  K,  if  it 
carry  in  either  cafe  the  fignification  of  ^yi 
fingly,  or  of  i(T\  and  •^ifi  cohjundly. 

B^DT  is  the  third  inftance  of  the  fame 
kind  that  he  produces.  (Primavity^  p.  19.) 
**  Hjis  noun  (he  fays)  is  a  name  for  the  ge^ 
"  nus  of  creeping  things  produced  out  of  the 
"  earth ;"  And  has  therefore  a  clofe  con- 
nexion ill  fenfe  both  with  Sberets  and  A^ 
reisy  creeping  things^  and  earth.  A  much 
clofer,  indeed,  with  Sherets  than  he  feems 
to  apprehend.  For  though  he  blames  the 
Syriac  and  the  Cbaldee  tranflators  here,  foj* 
rendering  ^tT)  by  Htt^m  **  ^be  word  they 
-*•  had  before  employed  to  exprefs  the  genus  of 
**  moving  things  produced  by  fhe  water s^  and 
M  "> 


"y&  €finfourtd  kindi  0f  animals  QrigmaBf^  S^ 

^^fiinSir  (Ibid.)  Yet  if  bis  cenfure  were 

juft,  it  woijkl  faU  oe  Mufi^  hioafelf,  wha 

ufes  th^  verb  ^tS\  (whc^  noun  is  3|)pro^ 

priated  according  to  M?  J^loway  to  Ac 

genus  of  (re^ng  tbif^s  produced  o^tofthf 

earth)  t<?  expr^fs  tbe  moving  of  the  otjfet^r 

gen^s  produced  by  the  v^ratef^  Gm.  i.  zu 

"  Bvery  living  creature  TWtTSni  that  movOhy 

«  wl^cb  the  wafers  brought  forth  abundantly 

^^  after  their  Hnd'"^      And  Lev.  xi»  46. 

JBwry  //W«^  creature  th^  moveth  in  the 

^aters^  Heb.  D^Oa   TW\TS\>   and  every 

fiving  creature  that  creepetb  on  the  earthy 

Heb.  psn  S»  mne^n.     whence  it  2^ 

pears,  that  M^5  did  not  make  the  diftinc- 

^on  which  Mi:  Holkmay  vrauld  perfutfite 

us  was  originally  m^c^  between  Sberets 

and  Remefi.     If  he  fpoke  of  ifn»  tt^a% 

Gen.  I.  24-  HDnun  rO%  ver,  25.  it  is  faid 

alfo.  of  the  great  and  'u^ide  fea  K^Dl  tSXth 

there  are  creeping  things  innumerabky  Pfel 

civ.  24.    On  which  text>  I  find  our  En^ 

glifti  verfion,    by  creeping  things^   difep^ 

proved  by  Mr  Edwards^    who  obfe^ves^ 

"  the  Hebrew,  word  tPOTT  j^flp/rf  be  rendered 

^^Jwimmingy  for  that  (%s  he)  is  the  deruh 

'^  tatim  of  the  word^  when  applied  to^^*^ 

Edwards 


Edwards  on  Scripture^  Yo\.  III.  p.  533. 
An  obfervation,  I  think,  more  juft  than 
Mr  Hollmvaf^  on  the  Cbaldee  tranflation 
aborementioned.  In  a  word,  we  find  in 
the  books  of  Mofes  himfelf,  both  thefe 
expreflions,  pNh  W  tt^Oin  tJ^D^I,  Gen  A. 
26.  and  pKH  Sj^  V'^'^n  ^^a^,  Lev.  xi.  29. 
One  would  be  glad  to  know  how  Mr  Hoi" 
hwdy  will  diftinguifh  here. 

But  it  is  in  the  conipofition  of  the 
wofd,  I  prefume,  that  we  fhall  find,  from 
the  very  reafon  of  the  name,  it's  appropri- 
ation to  Land-Reptiles.  For  Mr  Hollaway 
tells  us,  Originalsy   Vol  11.  p.  207.  that, 

**  THE  name  is  a  compound  of  nD*^  to 
*'  projeBy  or  fling  forward,  and  tt^iD  to  cede^ 
*^  or  give  way." 

Yet  in  his  Primavityy  p*  19.  ^^  The 
"  word  is  a  compound  term^  derived  from 
"  the  two  roots  D11  and  tJ^lD,  to  raife ;  and 
**  cedey  or  proceed^  and  fo  draw  aftet^ 
^^fomething  of  the  fenfe  of  the  cognate  roit 
*•  ne^D  being  alfo  included.^ 

Here  are  then  four  roots  propounded 
for  the  difcovery  of  the  original  of  this 
natnc :  and  which  lead  us  to  fome  general, 
'indiftinft  idea  of  the  vermicular  motion  of 
caterpillars,  fnails,  earth^worrhs,  &o.  ei- 
M  2  clufive 
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clufive  of  other  kinds  of  land  reptiles. 
And  it  matters  not  which  of  the  com- 
pounds we  chufe,  for  the  manner  of  the 
reptile's  aSHon  in  creeping  is  exprefled,  he 
fays,  in  either  of  them,  viz.  when  Ramab 
is  one  of  the  roots  in  compofition  "  7ie^ 
"  gather  up  and  pryeB^  or  make  a  pujh  with 
"  their  binder  part.'*  Originaisy  ibid.  And 
when  Rum  is  one  of  the  roots  in  the  com- 
pound, the  manner  of  their  aftion  is  ex- 
preffed,  "  By  raifing  and  projeSiing  their 
^^  forepart.*'  Primavity^  ibid.  MHJh  2\{o 
has  different  fenfes  in  thefe  different  com- 
pounds. When  joined  with  Ramab  it  ex- 
preiTes  "  Their  forepart  ceding  or  giving 
"  way."  Originalsy  ibid.  When  joined 
with  Rum  it  is,  "  To  cede  or  proceed,  and 
*^fo  draw  after y'  by  a  fenfe  borrowed  from 
Majhab.     Primavityy  ibid. 

And  thus  Mufh  fignifying  ii^  it's  radi- 
cal or  primary  fenfe  to  cede,  may  be  made 
in  different  Applications  to  fignify  receding, 
or  it*s  TtycT{e\proceeding.  Retrogradcy  or 
progre^ve,  as  the  etymologift  finds  it  moft 
convenient  to  interpret  it. 

Mr  Hollowdy  obferves,  that  the  Arabic 
verfion  expreffes  Remejh  both  noun  and 
verb,    hy  ^^  A  term  no  way  proper,    as 

"  deriving 


"  deriving  a  name  for  the  creeping  kind  of 
"  animals  formed  out  of  the  earthy  from  a 
"  noord  in  the  original  Jignifying  the  flowing 
**  of  liquors!'     Primaevity,  p.  19. 

I  SHOULD  not  find  any  great  fault  In 
this  on  Mr  Ilolloway%  own  principles.  For 
the  aftion  of  worms,  maggots,  &c.  in 
creeping  does  more  referable  the  motion  of 
fluids^  than  the  aftion  of  any  other  genus 
of  terreftrial  animals  doth.  And  Mr  /&/- 
loways  manner  of  defcribing  the  vermicu-' 
liar  motion  of  animals,  by  ceding  or  giving 
way  J  proceeding  and  drawing  after  j.  &c. 
may  be  as  apt  a  defcription  of  the  flowing 
of  liquors  as  it  is  of  Remep. 

"  B  U"  jT  this  Arabic  language  (he  tells 
**  us)  is  above  all  others  a  vqfl  ocean  of  cor^ 
"  ruptionsy  often  exprejfing  a  multitude  of 
"  things,  no  ways  related  to.  one  another  by 
^^  fome fln^le  word — whilft  the  Hebrew  itfelf 
"  keeping  ifs  roots  clear ^  certain^  and  di- 
^^  ftinSly  isy  after  ally  in  reality  more  copi- 
**  ous  than  thisy  and  all  the  other  pretended ' 
"  rival  dialeSlsr     (Primaevity,  p.  20.) 

Yet  there  are  fome,  I  fear,  who  by 

endeavouring  to  make  the  Hebrew  exprefs 

every  thing  they  have  a  mind  it  {hould, 

cfpecially  in  compound  words,  do  in  re-  ^ 

M  3  ality 
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ality  make  it  feem  as  obfcure^  uncertain^ 
and  indiJlinSt^  as  the  jirabic  itfelf  is  here 
iaid  to  be. 

I  COME  now  to  the  lad  inflance  in 
which  his  Lordfhip  is  fuppofed  to  have 
mifundcrftood  Mr  HoHoways  meanmg: 
and  in  which  Mr  Holloway  fets  himfclf 
right,  (Primavityy  p.  56.)  in  thefe  words. 

"  3dly,  I  do  not  fay  the  derhations  of  the 
V'  names  of  the  Gentik  godsy  rites,  &c.  are 
^^  to  be  fetched  from  the  Biblical  Hebrew 
"  tongue,  exclujive  of  their  own  fever al 
"-^  tongues.-— ^ This  only  J  affirm^  that  to 
"  trace  them  to  their  frji  fountains  we  m^ 
"  go  up  the  diakSlic  Jireamy  and  carry  them 
"  back  to  the  Hebrew :  becaufe  where  they 
"  are  not  fiill  pure  Hebrew,  they  are  appa-- 
"  rent  dejkxions  from,  or  corruptions  of  it, 
"  and  fo  can  only  be  fully  and  finally  expli- 
"  cated  by  it:' 

Had  this  explanation  of  Mr  Holloway\ 
meaning  come  before  his  lyordftip,  he 
would  probably  have  aiked,  before  he 
made  any  reply  to  it,  for  fome  examples 
of  foreign  words,  traced  to  their frJl  ftmn-^ 
tfiin,  by  going  up  the  DiakSlic  Stream^ 

An  P  as  Mr  Holloway  has  been  pleaied^ 
in  bis  Primavityjf  to  exemplify  this  me- 
thod 
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thod  of  derivation  in  three  or  fowt  inftan- 
ces,  I  cannot  better  fulfil  my  part  on  this 
article,  thart  by  laying  them  before  the 
reader,  and  fubmitting  thclii,  with  a  few 
remarks  of  my  own,  to  his  judgment. 

**  Tlati  Gen.  x\u  43.  *  ii  an  Egyptian 
*'  ivorii,  to  be  tkcyphered  only  by  the  Hebrew  y 
^^  without  which  it  w&uU  be  a  mori  eant 
«<  wordy  of  no  certain  or  rational  meaning 
"  at  alir     (Prim*vity,  p.  36.) 

Why  fo?  Can  no  word  have  a  good 
meaning  but  what  come*  from  the  He- 
brew ?  Might  not  Rechj  a  Coptic  word  for 
inclinare^  (whence  Dr  Wilkim  derived  it) 
afford  as  rational  a  fcnfe  as  the  Hebrew 
^*13  genua  fleSiere  ?  (Whence  our  tranfla- 
tors  have  rendered  it)  Or  might  not  A-- 
bfech  fignify  Praconium^  (a  fenfe  to  which 
the  LXX  points)  in  the  Egyptian  dialed, 
without  being  thought  a  mere  cant  word  ? 

Mk  HoUoway^  indeed,  thinks  the  LXX, 

whofe  words  are  Ex»jpug£i/  siatt^oSsv  aJIj*  Kupug, 

read  it  imp  aK  the  father ^  or  chief  herald. 

p.  35.      But  in  fome    of    the  Oriental 

M  4  tongues 

*  The  text  is "  And  he  (viz.  Pharaoh)  made  him 

**  (viz.  Jofeph)  to  ride  in  the  fecond  chariot,  nvhich  he  had, 
••  smd  they  tried  befote  him.  Bow  ^e  knee.  (Marg^ 
"  Abrcch.)     Jnd  hifet  him  wer  dl  the  land  of  Egypt,'* 
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tongues  n*111  is  PracOy  from  n*»2  clama-' 
vif^  pracomzaviL  Sec  Scbindler^  Cafiell^ 
&c.  Hence  probably  the  Greek  Bpx»> 
clatno.  And  ACp«x«»  ''X'W''^ '  as  it  is  ex- 
plained by  Hefycbius :  So  ECp«x»  by  «Cwf . 
ibid.    ECpwx'"  l^y  n]/o^w«»,  fix»»^w.  ibid.  Arid 

Bf7}X'V»fAfV9|,    by  (Pw9\iylli    KM  J(JXO'[JiiiilAiVOl^    Ibid. 

Or  if  it  be  of  Hebrew  original,  muft 
it  thisrefore  take  in  all  the  fenfes  that  Mr 
Holkway  gives  it  from  the  various  conjec- 
tures of  different  writers  ?    Some,  for  in- 
ftance,  expound  it  as  a  compound  of  3K 
and  712  (in  a  different  fenfe  of  that  verb, 
froip  that  by  which  our  verfion  renders 
it,  viz.  *  Bow  the  knee)  and  interpret  it  by 
Father  of  BleJJtng  •{-,     And  others,   as  a 
compound  of  ntt  and  "p,  and  render  it 
(as  our  tranilation  doth  in  the  margin)  by 
tender  Father  %.      But  Mr  IMloway  will 
have  all  the  three  interpretations  included 
in  the  compound.     TinK  (fays  he)  'J'  h 

«^  a  mixt 


*  Oar  verfion  fuppoies  y)2H  io  the  EgypdaA  maiuicr 
of  pronoancing,  to  be  the  fame  with  'y^:in.  Or,  as  R. 
Daq;,  fays,  Jiepb  pomtur  vice  H;  thus  Ifa,  Ixiii.  3- 
*n^«:iK  is  put  for  >n^R3n.  And  Jer.  xxv.  3.  QOITK 
for  QOtt^n. 

f  Romaixe,  Ind.  Noro.  Prop. 

t  Rab.  Judas :  &  Hieronptm  i^  Qsa^ft.  Uebr^lcU. 
Vjd^  Fagium  Se  firufium  int.  Crit.  Sacr. 
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^^  a  mixt  compound  of  Til  aK  and  y\/ 
"  And  fo  was  to  exprefs  altogether^  Father 
^<  of  Blcffing,  to  whom  they  \  were  to 
"  bow  the  knee,  tender,  ncmrifhing  fa- 
**  ther.  ^bis  probably  was  an  attribute  of 
«^  the  Egyptians  god  of  fertility^  fecundity^ 
"  Gf  r.  to  whom  they  paid  the  highefl  adora-- 
^^  tionr  And  whereas  others  fay,  that  71 
is  an  Arabic  and  Syriac  word  for  King, 
^nd  Onkelos  has  interpreted  the  compound 
by  Father  of  the  King,  therefore  Mr  !&/- 
loway  will  fuppofe  this'  fcnfe  might  be  in- 
cluded too. "  It  might  alfo  (fays  he) 

"  take  in  the  Aramitijh  NDn  a  King.  In 
"  which  refpedl  TinK  might  alfo  fgnify  the 
«  King  s  Father,  or  Rex  Pater  jointly.  B 
*«  was  doubtlefsan  attribute  of  one  of  their 
*'  godsr     PrimaBvity,  p.  34. 

But  here  he  himfelf  aflcs,  "  How  came 
iean  to  fgnify  a  King  T'  For  it  muft  be 
decyphered,  I  fuppofe,  only  by  the  He- 
brew, without  which  it  would  be  a  mere 
cant  word,  of  no  certain  or  rational  mean^ 
ing  at  all. 

«  Af  Z7S  5r  it  not  (fays  he)  have  been  a 
«  corruption  of  the  Hebrew  WVTS  a  Prince, 
f*  by  putting  D  Ch  /or  ty  Sh  ^  the  French 
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*<  mdfane^^Aer  languages  e'tien  do  prmoutice 
^  their  Ch  at  this  day  r  (ibid.) 
,  To  which  I  anfwer,  that  if  no  word 
can  have  a  meaning  except  it  come  front 
Ae  Hebrew,  I  do  not  know  how  Kin,  if 
it  means  a  King^  can  be  better  traced  fa 
if sjirji  fountain^  than  in  this  dialectic  de- 
duction of  it  from  tC^K%  which  he  pro- 
poies.  But  if  words  belonging  properly 
to  other  languages  may  have  rational  mean- 
ings, I  apprehend  it  more  reafonable  to 
look  upon  this  as  a  Syriac  term  originalfy, 
than  to  decypher  it  by  the  Hebrew,  ac- 
cording to  the  foregoing  rule.  The  fame 
I  would  obferve  as  to  jiirecb^  For  not- 
withfianding  what  Dr  Patrick  iajs  upon  it, 
^ot  '^  Unldfs  we.underftood  the  oM  Egyp- 
<^  tian  language  we  had  as  good  reft  in 
*^  the  Hebrew  derivation  as  in  any  other, 
^  accordiis^  to  our  own'tranflation."  Yet, 
en  the  other  hand,  we  had  better,  I  think, 
fuppofe  it  altogetier  Egypian,  and  inexpli^ 
cable  by  m,  than  Hebraize  it,  by  makii^ 
it  a  compound  of  four  different  Words^ 
and  givicfeg  JA.  a  fignrikation  condbined  of 
tiie  fignificaeionB  of  tiiem  all.  For  if  fiich 
ceimplicated  -detivaxioftV  aU  once  allowed, 
^•re*  is  not  a  word  in  any  language  but 

what 
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what  may,  in  like  manner,  be  fully  and 
fmUy  explicated  hy  the  Hebrew^   into  as 
many  fenfe^  as  it  contains  letters. 

Speaking  of  derived  dialers,  at  the 
end  of  this  paragraph,  p.  36,  he  fays, 

'^CORRUPTIONS  ofroetsy  ori- 
"  ginalty  of  amtber  language^  mUfplit  and 
"  divide  from  fmilitudes  of  founds  into  words 
"  and  terms  of  many  heterogeneous  meanings  5 
"  which 'willy  indeedy  produce  copdotfnefs^  but 
"  offihcifms  and  improprieties mly*' 

But  fome  part  of  this  charge  is  likely 
to  fj^ll  upon  his  original  language  too,  if 
terms  in  it  may  be  compounded  of  feveral 
fplit  and  divided  words,  and  carry  the  hen 
terogeneous  meanbgs  of  them  ail,  though 
they  have  only  iingle  letters  from  fome  of 
them. 

To  proceed  to  another  inftance  of 
carrying  words  back  to  the  Hebrew. 

There  is  a  very  difficult  word,  indeed^ 
which  he  expounds  by  this  jensthod.  He 
fuj^fes  it  to  be  an  attribute  of  an  Egyp* 
tian  deity y  and  therefore  it  comes  properly 
iwder  enquiry  here^ 

Primavity,  ibid. «  THE  LXX, 

**  «&  were  jikxandrian  Jems^  wrote  niWt 
\^  andttiySi  in  one  hf^-^bard-fiunding  wtrd^ 

«  probably 
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*^  probably  as  the  Egyptians  tbemfehes  had 
<*  corruptly  pronounced  it^  4'«'9«i^«wjx>  ivhicb 
*'  in  Greek  letters  is  a  barbafifm  without 
"  meaning'' 

Zapbnath  Paaneah  wa^  the  name  that 
Pharaoh  gave  to  Jofeph :  Gen.  xli-  45, 
Which  is  varioufly  interpreted.  By  jf^- 
rom  and  the  Vulgate^  Sahator  mundi. — — 
By  others,  Cuftos  Tiefauri  totius  mundi.^—- 
By  others,  Somniorum  conjeSior. — By  others, 
who  follow  the  Hebrew  fenfe  of  ]S5f,  Or- 
cultorum  Repertory  or,  ^hefauros  reconditos 
aperiens ;  for  tfilf  fignifies  reponere^  or  re^ 
condere^  as  well  as  abfcondere^  and  pfiV  r^- 
cmditus  Thefaurus:  and  niJ^S  is  aperuity 
according  to  Bonjour  in  his  Dijert.  de  No^ 
mine  Patriarcha  Jofepbiyi  Roma,  1696. 
Any  of  which  conftruftions  fuit  well  with 
the  charaifter  of  Jofeph.  But  Mr  Holloway 
fuppofes  each  word  a  compound  of  diffe- 
rent roots.  He  tells  us,  that  ]0lf,  from 
whence  nifiV*  is  a  compound  of  Pjis  to 
overjhwj  or  cover,  and  ♦iS  the  face  of  any 
thmg.  And  piiyS  is  a  compound  of  y£)» 
to  irradiate,  and  pfJ  confolation.  So  that 
both  words  .taken  together,  iignify  the  com- 
fortable  or,  joyous  reveakr  of  fecrets.  Orig. 
VoL  11.  p.  67.    Primcevity,  p.  36.  Which, 

if 
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if  he  had  not  thus  explained  in  an  invert- 
ed order  of  the  compound  words,  I  fhould 
have  fuppofe;d,  ought  rather  to  be  inter- 
preted, The  cover er  of  the  face  of  irradi^ 
ating  comfort. 

H  E  obferves  in  his  Originals,  that  the 
"  Words  in  their  dialeSlical  figuration  "were 
"  E^ptian ;  buty  for  their  etymology  and 
"  original  conftruStion^  are  to  be  fought 
"  where  they  only  can  be  found  in  the  origin 
"  nal  Hebrew :"  or  rather,  I  will  prefume 
to  add,  in  his  Originals^  and  Prim^evity. 

To  account  then  for  this  depraved 
word  •^fiv^o^anXy  ufed  by  the  LXX,  and 
Jofephusy  he  fays,  "  It  might  be  an  attri-- 
"  bute  of  their  Anubis^  /.  e.  the  Dog-Star^ 
"  whom  by  a  corruption  of  another  Hebrew 
"  word  they  alfo  named^  Sotbis ;  and  by  a 
^^fecond  corruption^  Hhotesr  (Primaevity, 
ibid.)  And  from  thefe  inftrudiDns  the 
reader  may  find  out  the  reft  (for  he  fays 
no  more  about  it)  and  may  fee  it  is  an  ap'- 
parent  deflexion  fro^y  or  corruption  of  the 
Hebrew y  and  can^  only  be  fulfy  and  finally 
explicated  by  the  Hebrew. 

Once  more,  to  fhew  how  far  his  rule 
will  reach  in  application,  he  tells  us,  Fri-^ 
ma^ityy   p.  40,  that  the  Indians  have  an 

idol 
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idol  called  'Ibut^en,  "  To  which  they  ap 
"  cribe  the  deftru&icn  of  things ;  andfo  their 
^^  fdd  namiy  Routeren^  Jignijies  that  ivbicb 
^^Jbakes^  ami  breaks  the  order  of  bodies  and 
^^formsy  it  being  a  mixed  compound  of  TFn 
«  to  call  down,  Otyi  trembling,  and  mn 
**thc  form  and  order  of  things.  Tbis 
^  name^  therefore^  is  older  than  the  prejenf 
^^  Indian  language^ 

That  is  to  fay,  though  in  it's  dialcdi- 
cal  figuration  it  is  Indian^  yet  the  etymo- 
logy, or  original  conftrudion  of  it,  is  on- 
ly to  be  found  in  Hebrew,  by  carrying  it 
back  thitlier,  or  tracing  it  up  the  Dialcdfc 
Stream  to  it's  firft  fountain  i  dot  exclufive- 
ly  indeed  of  fome  fabricature  from  the 
iuBans  themielves  s  for  the  termination  of 
the  name  by  £  N  is  left  unexplained,  as 
a  dialedical  figuration  of  foreign  and  bafer 
contexture. 

And  thus  much  may  fuffice  fi^r  Mr  Hoi- 
bwafs  manner  of  reducing  the  names  of 
the  Heathen  deities  to  the  Kblical  He- 
brew, in  oppofition  to  a  notion  of  his 
Lordfhip's,  that  they  ought  to  be  fetched 
from  the  diale&s,  or  languages  of  the 
countries  where  they  were  firft  impofed. 

SECT. 
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SECT.     IV. 


BU  T  he  hath  not  yet  done  with  his 
Lordfliip's  fentiments,  for  he  telh  us 

in  p.  S7^ 

^*  THE  learned  Prelate  had  tnm>  fuppoji'- 
•*  timSj  whichj  (iays  he)  /  received  with 
f^  thanks,  though  IJiill  difagreefo  much  with 
"  him  as  to  their  application'* 

This  is  ingenuous,  and  encourages  me 
to  hope,  that  although  I  (hall  endeavour 
to  vindicate  his  Lordfhip  in  both  thefe 
ipoints ;  yet  Mr  Hollonvay,  how  much  fo- 
€ver  he  may  difagree  with  me,  will  take 
iK>  offence  at  what  I  offer. 

^^  HE  held"*  (therefore  it  was  more 
than  a  fuppofition  in  his  Lordfhip)  "  He 
^'  held  there  was  a  Noachic  language,  as  he 
"  affeSled  to  call  it'*     Primaevity,  ibid. 

But  I  apprehend  there  was  no  more 
offeBatim  in  his  Lordfhip's  ufe  of  the  epi- 
thet Noachic,  thwi  there  is  in  Mr  Holhl- 

way% 


[  «76  ] 

noafs  Edenic  Garden.  (Pref.  to  Pritme^ 
vityy  p.  21.)  Gi/»///V  imaginations,  (Let-^ 
ter  and  Spirit y  p.  115.)  &c.  &c.  Neither 
was  there  any  affeSlation  in  fubftituting 
(if  that  be  the  fingularity  fuppofed)  iVb- 
acbic  inftcad  of  primitive  or  antediluvian y 
&€•  becaufe  there  was  a  plain  reafon  why 
it  fliould  be  diftinguiftied  from  them,  to 
prevent  mifconfl:ru£tions  of  his  meaning : 
Which  was  to  denote  more  precifely  the 
primitive  or  antediluvian  language,  in  that 
fiate  it  was  in  when  tranfmitted  by  Noah 
to  the  Poft-diluvians,  after  all  the  changes 
it  had  undergone  in  the  fpace  of  fixteen 
hundred  years  and  upwards, 

«  HE  held"  alfo,  (ibid.)  "  that  the  other 
"  languages  were  formed  in  differed  places 
"  and  times  out  of  it'*  But  this  which 
is  now  made  a  tenety  was  really  no  more 
than  a  fuppq/ition.  And.Mr  Holbway  fliould 
have  remembered  what  his  Lordftiip  told 
him  in  the  letter  quoted  above  3  "  I'hat  of 
"  Data  we  have  too  few  to  form  any  other 
"  opinion  than  what  is  coftjeSlural  i'  where 
he  likcwife  added,  "  And  I  would  have  ^ 
"  mine  pafsfor  fuchr 

L  E  T  it  then  be  his  cohje<3:ure.     And 
what  fays  Mr  Holloway  upon  it  ? 

Why, 
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Way,  that  his  Lordfliip  "SO  admitted 
"THAT  ^  the  confufion  of  tongues^ 
*'  which  leads  to  the  truth  I  affert  on  the 
"  pointy  viz.  that  the  language  which  Noah 
"  and  bis  family  received  from  the  former 
"  Patriarchs^  was  the  fame  with  that  which 
"  Shem  and  his  family  ufed  afterwardsi 
**  and  that  this  was  the' Hebrew'' 

But  furely  Mr 'Hollowdy  in  making 
this  inference  (if  I  underftand  him  right) 
from  his  Lordfliip's,  taking  the  Hebrew  to 
have  been  formed  from  the  Npachic  lan- 
guage, and  not  derived  down  by  Sem's 
line,  but  Champs ;  has  fome  way  inverted 
the  fate  of  things^  and  by  an  indudion, 
made  by  the  rule  of  contraries,  has  given 
a  miftaken  account  of  his  Lord{hip*s  fcnti- 
ments. 

^^  FOR,  (fays  he)  the  fudden  and  early 
"  change ,  or  confufion  of  tongues ,  which 
'^^  7nakes  fome  people  fuppofcy  without  reafon^ 
"  that  Hebrew  muji  have  been  confounded ^ 
"  or  lojl  under  that  event  j  /i,  upon  the  Bi^ 

♦  I  give  the  word  in  capitals,  the  better  to  exprefs 
what  I  prefumd  to  be  the  meaning,  viz.  (b  admitted  t^af 
to  he  the  confufion  of  tongues  which  leads,  &c.  Or, 
the  confufion  of  tongues  to  have  been  fucb  in  foB^  at 
leads,   &c. 

N  ''jht^'s 
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^^Jkofsfuppofitions^  of  nofudden^  hut  a  gra^- 
"  dual  confujion  taken  awayT     Ibid. 

B  u  T  my  Lord's  own  cxpreflions  (fee 
Primavityy  p.  5.)  cannot  juftly  be  drawn 
into  this  conftrudion.  He  looked  on  the 
JSfoacbic  language  to  have  been  confound- 
ed, or  broken  at  once.  He  fpoke  of  the 
tranfadion  at  Babel^  as  of  thejhipwreck  of 
the  prinutive  tongue.  But  he  fuppofed, 
peverthelefs,  the  formation  of  other  lan- 
guages, (among  which  the  Hebrew)  out 
of  it's  planks,  or  broken  parts,  to  have 
required  fome  time,  i  and  to  have  been 
done  by  degrees,  not  on  a,  fudden.  Yet 
this  gradual  formation  is  interpreted  by 
Mr  Uolloway^  of  a  gradual  confujion. 

Thus  again,  at  p.  68. —  "  I'he  learned 

"  Bijhop  fuppofes  the  Primavdl  language^ 

/'  (which  he  calls  the  Noachic)  to  have  been 

."  confounded  by  degrees  among  fever al  peo-- 

"  pky    at  different  times ;    and  the  other 

*'  tongues^   as  the  Chaldee,    Syriac,     Scy- 

J^  thian,  &c.  to  have  been  formed  out  of  if. 

'\  Which  is  dijiinB  and  clear  fenfe.     And 

"  though  erroneous y  yet  neceffarily  leads  (by 

"  a  little  proper  correction)  to  the  truth  on 

•  "  the  point :\ 

:      .  His 
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Mis  Lordfliip  gave  a  fenfe,  t  thinks 
iiill  more  diftina,  and  clear;  He  fup-^ 
pofed  the  Biblical  Hebrew,  as  well  as  the 
SyriaCy-  or  the  Scythian,  to  have  arifen  out 
of  the  remains  of  the  ONE  language' 
which  was  fpoken  at  Sbinaar,  and  which 
was  alfo  confounded  there.  He  fuppofed 
thefe  dialefts  to  have  been  gradually  inv- 
proved,  and  enlarged,  as  convenience  re- 
commended, and  to  have  admitted^  each 
of  them,  fuch  alterations^  as  cuftom  is 
generally  found  to  introduce  into  all  lan-^ 
guages.  Which  fuppofitioii,  if  it  be  not 
errorieouiy  (and  it  fhould  not  be  faid  to  be 
fo,  till  fome  probable  reafon  is  given  that 
it  is  fd)  will,  indeed,  neceflarily  lead  fd  the 
truth  of  fome  pointy  but  it  will  not  lead 
neceflarily^  nor  indeed  at  all,  even  with 
Mr  Holloways  little  proper  correBion,  to  thd 
truth  of  his  pointy  viz.  that  the  Noachiti 
language  was  the  wry  Hebrew  tongue^ 
however  the  other  dialedts  were  produced^ 

Mr  Holloway^  indeed,  feems  to  make 
flight  of  all  fuppofitions  on  this  queftion, 
but  his  own. 

"  T^O  fay  there  was  a  things  aSl,  of  event ^ 
*^  and  not  alfo  to  produce  fome  proof  of  it,  is 
"  much  too  bold."\     Primaevity,  /.  9-  ' 

N   a  I  THINK 
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I  THINK  fo  too,  and  wifli  Mr  HoUoway 
would  always  bear  this  in  mind. 

«  TO  fay  there  MIG  HT  befome 

^\fucb  mattery  no  lefs  childip'' — ibid. 

This  likewifc  I  acknowledge,  unlcfs 
there  be  fome  manly  reafons  to  ground  the 
conjefture  upon. 

"  TO  fay  either^  ^g^i^ft  the  mbleji  m- 
."  dence  that  ever  was  to  be  had  of  any  hu 
^\llorical  matter  offaSt  in  the  worlds  and 
."  that  in  re  facra,  is  what  I  have  no  name 
yforr     ibid. 

.  No  R  I  neither,  but  what  is  a  very  bad 
one.  However,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  we 
fieed  not  look  out  for  fuch  a  name  as  it 
deferves,  till  he  has  fliewn  his  evidence  to 
be  ;^i  noble  as  he  affirms.  And,  in  the 
me%n  time,  till  fome  real  proofs  of  the 
PtiqisBvity  of  the  Hebrew  are  produced, 
;is-  well  as  talked  of,  it  is  not  fo  very  bold  to 

fciy^  they  have  not  yet  appeared. And 

to  make  a  fuppoiition  with  a  may  be^  a- 
gainft  another  may  be  conjefture,  is  not  fo 
very  ckiUifh.  We  muft  reafon  upon  pro- 
oabilities  as  well  as  we  can,  when  the 
knowledge  of  fadls  is  fo  imperfedlly  tranf- 
mitted  to  us,  that  we  cannot  argue  other- 
wife  upon  them  than  ex  hypothefi. 

I    THINK 
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I  T  H  I  N  K  I  have  omitted  nothing 
in  Mr  Holloways  piece  upon  the  Primae-, 
vlty,  &c.  in  which  his  Lordfliip  feems 
to  be  concerned.  And  as  to  the  author's^ 
particular  quarrel  with  the  Arabic  Tongue 
and  with  the  Arabic  Frofejfor^  though 
I  have  the  greateft  refpecft  for  the  lattery 
I  have  fo  little  knowledge  of  the  for-- 
mery  that  I  muft  not  prefume  to  enter 
into  it:  efpecially  as  it  would  not  well  , 
become  even  a  mafter  of  that  language 
to  take  upon  himfelf  a  part,  though 
for  the  fake  of  Dr  Hunty  which  no- 
body can  fuftain  with  fo  much  credit, 
and  to  fo  great  efFed,  as  Dr  Hunt  him- 
felf. 

I  SHALL  therefore  only  make  one 
reflexion  upon  what  Mr  HoUoway  fays 
of  the  learned  and  worthy  Profejfory 
(which  I  think  is  not  foreign  to  the  de- 
fign  of  this  Difcourfe)  viz.  that  the 
friends  to  Bifhop  Chandlers  memory 
fhould  the  lefs  wonder  at  the  unkind 
ufage  his  Lordfhip  has  met  with  from 
this  author,  to  whom  he  was  perfonally 
a  ftranger,  when  they  obferve  in  what 
manner  Dr  Hunt  is  treated  in  the  fame  ^ 
N  3  piece. 
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piece,  though  he  is  oney  for  whom  the 
author  fays,  p.  58.  he  hath  "  Long  had 
^^  a  great  perfonal  refpeSiy  and  no  kfs  opi^ 
**  nion  of  his  good  Meanings  Orthodoxy y  und 


DISCOURSE 
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DISCOURSE     III. 


SECT.     I. 


jin  enquiry  into  the  force  of  Mr  Holloway'i 
Argument Sy  to  prove  that  the  ancient  He- 
brew letters  were  not  the  fame  as  thofe 
which  are  now  called  the  Samaritan. 


MR  Holloway  took  occafion  in  his 
Remarks  on  my  Dijfertations^  to 
introduce  his  opinion,  by  way  of  digref- 
fion  from  his  fubjedt,  about  the  old  He^ 
brew  charaSier.     He  gave  notice  of*  it  in 

his  title  page,  under  the '  ftile  of "  A 

**  word  on  the  Hebrew  and  Samaritan  AU 
**  phabetSy  proving  that  thofe  Alphabets  could 
''  not  have  been  changed  the  one  for  the  other  y 
"  in  copying  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  after  the 
*'  Babylonijh  Captivity^    as  hath  been  pre^ 

<*  tended 'y' but  neverthelefs  this digref- 

fion  wakes  eight  pages  in  thirty-five  j  that 
N  4  U, 
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is,  near  a  fourth  part  of  his  Remarks  on  my 
pieces. 

Now  though  I  had  no  hand,  or  con- 
cern in  putting  him  upon  this  enquiry, 
and  was  under  no  obligation  to  confider 
what  he  faid  upon  it,  in  my  late  Defence. , 
Yet  as  he  has  thrown  it  fo  particularly  in 
my  way,  and  as  the  queftion  concerning 
the  true  ancient  Hebrew  charafter  com- 
n;ionly  accompanies  that  of  the  primaevity 
of  the  .  language  3    and    efpecially,    as  I 
think   Mr  Holloway  has  not   made  good 
what  he  undertook  to  prove ;  I  (hall  take 
the  freedom  to  examine  into  the  grounds 
upon  which  he  hath  wrought  himfelf  in- 
to the-  fentiment  which  he  now  maintains. 
The  queftion  is>  whether  the  Hebrew 
.Scriptures    were  originally  wrote   in  the 
fquare  letter,  now  commonly  called  the 
Hebrew  charsiSfer^  (but  fuppofed  to  have 
been  anciently  the  proper  Chaldee  charac^ 
ter)  or  in  that  which  is  now  called  the 
Samaritan  character,  and  is  ftill  preferved 
in  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch,  and  in  the 
Samaritan  ^^erfion  thereof. 

"  A  proof  of  this  point  (fays  Mr  Holk-r 
*^  way,  p.  35.)  ^-f  ^uch  wanted  by  the  learned 
*'  world.     Many  volumes  having  been  pub- 

«  lijhed 
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"  Ufied  on  this  argument  ^  only  to  confound 
"  and  puzzle  the  caufe'' 

S  o  much  indeed  hath  been  wrote,  and 
by  fo  many  men  of  great  repute  for  their 
knowledge  in  the  Oriental  tongues,  as 
well  as  in  all  kinds  of  literature  *,  that 
had  not  Mr  Holloway  ftarted  what  I  take 
to  be  a  new  thought,  and  which  is  offer- 
ed by  him  as  a  decifive  argument;  I 
ihould  not  have  hazarded  ten  lines  in  the 
controverfy.  For  as  Dr  Prideaux  ob- 
ferves.  Conn.  Vol.  I.  all  that  can  be  faid 
upon  it  to  purpofe,  hath  already  been 
brought  together  by  Lud.  Capellus  and 
Buxtorf.  And  an  abridgement  •  of  the 
whole  difpute  hath  lately  been  made  by 
Cal/netj  in  a  diflertation  before  the  firft 
book  of  Ezrq^  intitled — Differtation  m 
Von  examine  Ji  Efdras  a  changi  le$  anciens 
caraBeres  HebreuXy  pour  leur  fubjiituer  Us 
lettres  Chaldeennes.     Vol.  III. 

Mr 

*  Dr  WaltoHy  who  was  one  of  them,  hits  given  ds  m 
his  Illd  Prgleg.  to  the  Polyglotty  both  the  names  and  the 
arguments  of  moll  of  them  to  his  time,  who  wrote  on  be- 
half of  the  Samaritan  charader.  And  to  his  lift  I  maj 
now   add  Bernard^   BUmcuccius^    Prideaux^    Glajfius^  J)€y' 

lingius,  Rsc.  Simon,  Le  ClerCy  and  Calmet, On  the  other 

fide  of  the  queftiop,    are  the  two  Buxtorf 's,    Wafmutb, 
Sikic^rdy  Ligbtfootf  and  P.  AUix. 
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Mr  HoUoway  hath  not  told  us  whofe 
writings  thofe  were  which  have  been 
fubtijhed  m  this  argument^  only  to  confound 
imd  puzzle  the  caufe.  Probably  he  means 
much  the  grcateft  part  of  the  learned  au- 
diors  on  this  fubjeft,  both  ancient  and 
inodern,  Jews  and  Chriftians,  who  have 
taken  the  fide  which  he  oppofes :  though 
Iticy.  Simon  afcribes  the  puzzle  and  confu- 
fion  to  the  few  who  have  gone  into  the 
ientiment  which  Mr  HoUoway  efpoufes. 
»*  ■  "  ^elques  nouve^ux  DoSfeurs  qui 
^^  font  mtStes  de  VEKempUire  Hebreu  de 
^'  Juifs  Maforitesr 

B  u  T  I  fliall  urge  the  authority  of  the 
Writers  on  this  queftion  no  further  againft 
Mr  Holhwayy  than  he  hath  urged  it  in 
the  other  queftion,  concerning  thePrimae- 
vity  againft  me. 

'  I F  Jof  ScaligeTj  ftbat  famous  Critick 
as  Mr  HoUoway  calls  him,  See  Remarksj 
kc.)  having  faid,  "  Epift.  ad  Thompfon^ 
"  cited  by  Walton^  Summam  ejfe  imperi-- 
"  tidmy  &c.  to  fancy  the  Syriac  tongue  more 
."  ancient  than  the  Hebrew^  be  enough  to 
^*  lay  thefpirit  of  Scepticifm  on  that  point  ;'* 
.viz.  the  Primaevity.  I  fliould  hope  that 
^e  fam?  Jof  Scdliger  having  alfo  faid  in 

thQ 
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^tjkme  E^ftle^  thit  they  who  a^m  ihd 
prefent  Jewifti  letter  to  be  the  old  tru0 
pebrew  letter  are,  ^^  SemidoSH^  Jemthto^' 
*f  hi}^,  ^  {^  Jignantius  loquar)  JemibomU 
f'  nes^"  (I  will  not  add  hid  word  ftill  more 
fevere)  might  be  enough  to  lay  the  opi^ 
piative  fpirit  ef  pofitivenefsy  in  this  other 
point. 

Should  this  expreflion,  though  a  foft 
one  compared  with  Scaliger%  feem  rather 
too  ftrong  to  be  ufed  when  applied  to  Mr* 
Hoii^ways  perfaq/iony  that  he  is  abfilutely 
right  in  this  matter.  I  defir^  it  may  be 
interpreted  by  hh  own  words^  and  it's  mea* 
fure  not  extended  beyond  what  they  will 
ftriftly  warrant. 

He  fays,  p.  25,  26.  *^  The  pretence  on 
^^  the  contrary  fuppofition^  is^  that  the  Jews 
**  in  the  Babyhnijh  Captivity  forgot ^  and  re^ 
*'  linquijhed  their  old  Hebrew  charaSiery 
^*  which  they  fay  was  that  which  we  now 
^*  have  in  the  Samaritan  Pentateuchy  and 
^^  learned  and  brought  home  with  them  the 
**  Chaldee  or  jijfyrian  character  in  ifsfead^ 
^^  as  alfo  that  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  have 
^*  been  everfnce  copied  and  handed  down  to 
^^  us  in  the  faid  CSoaldee  character  j  that 
Y  pretended  old  Hebrew  cbaraSler  being  from 

'Jth<f( 
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«« that  time  left  to  the  Samaritans.  NOT 
«  A  WORD  OF  ALL  WHICH  CAN 
«  POSSIBLY  BE  TRUE." 

This,  indeed,  he  tells  us  p.  27.  is  to 
be  "  Proved  at  large  when  he  publijhes  the 
"  work  he  intended  for  Prolegomena  to  his 
^*  Originals^  but  Jhould  now  make  a  work  by 

«  ifs  felfr Yet  till  fuch  time  as  his 

future  proofs  (hall  appear,  and  we  can 
reap  the  benefit  of  them  in  a  full  harveft, 
there  can  be  no  impropriety  in  fifiing  the 
firft  fruits  that  he  prefents  us  with,  that 
we  may  judge  from  thence  what  we  arc 
hereafter  to  exped  from  him. 


«. . 


SECT. 
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SECT.     II. 


^i^  fi^ft  proof  from  Ezra  iv.  7. 


HI  S  foundation  is  laid,  /.  23.  on 
E:t.ra  iv.  7.  viz.  the  Samaritans^ 
"  PraSlifng  with  Artaxerxes  to  put  a  Jiop 
*^  to  the  building  of  the  Temple  at  Jerufalem, 
"  wrote  an  epijile  to  this  purpofe  to  Arta- 
"  xerxes  in  the  Aramitifh  or  Syriac  writingy 
"  as  the  text  exprejfesj  and  in  the  Aramitifli 
"  or  Syriac  interpretation  5  that  isy  in  the 
"  Aramitifli  or  Syriac,  both  charaBer  and 
"  language.'' 

A  N  D  he  remarks,  and  truly,  that  the 
moji  learned  men  have  explained  it  thus: 
For  though  the  meaning  may  be  as  Bi- 
{hop  Patrick  obferves,  on  the  place,  that 
tkeyfent  a  brief  addrefs  to  the  King  in  the 
Syrian  tonguey  and  expounded  their  bufinefs 
more  largely  tofome  of  his  counfellorSy  in  the 
fame  tongue  ^    yet  the  moft  approved  con- 

flrudioa 
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Aruftion  is  that  which  the  Bijhop  further 
gives,  viz.  that  it  was  wrote^  and  was  t§ 
be  read  in  the  fame  language^  that  is,  the 
Cbaldaariy  called  in  Scripture  n*anN. 

But  what  now  dpth  Mr  Holhway  in- 
fer from  this  epiftle  being  wrote  in  the 
Chaldaean  ch^ader  ?  Why,  he  concludes 
from  hence,  that  it  was  wrote  in  what  i^ 
now  called  the  Samaritan  charafter ;  and 
then  it  will  follow,  that  the  faid  Samaritan 
charadler  was  the  old  Chaldee  charafter^ 
and  confequently,  as  he  ftys,  pi  26.  the 
Jews  could  not  unlearn,  and  relinquiih 
the  Samaritan  character,  and  take  the 
Chaldee  in  it's  fteacj,  bec^ufe  the  Chalde^ 
and  Samaritan  were  but  one  and  the  fell" 
fame  charader  before  the  Babylonijh  Cap- 
dvity* 

Thus  his  whole  argutnifept  turns  upon 
this  fingle  opinion^  that  this  epifUe  was 
written  according  to  the  alphabet  now  di- 
ftinguiftied  by  the  name  of  Samaritan^ 

I  w  I L  L  not  fay,  that  not  a  word  of  aU 
this  can  he  poffibly  true ;  but  I  will  venture 
to  fay,  that  Mr  HoUowayj  whatever  he 
may  fhew  hereafter,  in  his  intended  work 
on  this  fubjeft,  hath  as  yet,  (viz.  in  thefd 

Remarks) 
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Remarks)  fai4  nothing  really  conclufivc  to* 
wards  proving  it  true. 

Ezra.  iv.  7.  The  wrkit]^  rf ^the  lettet 
was  written  in  the  Syrian  tongue^,  and  in^ 
terpreted  in  the  Syrian  tmgue.     ( — Heb. 

nonN  BJnnai  h^onN  niwO  Now  hoy^ 

doth  ,he  infer  from  hence,  that  this  Sa- 
maritanO'Aramitijh  Epijlle  (as  he  calls  it) 
though  he  owns  at  the  fame  time  it  was 
wrote  in  pure  Chaldee-,  was  written  iq 
what  we  call  the  Hebra&^amaritan  cha- 
racter ?  ♦  ; 

"  THE  reafon,  (fays  he,  p.  24.)  / 
^^  fuppofe  is  plain  to  every  body.  The  Sa^ 
"  maritans,  for  the  purpofe^  .wrote  to  the 
"  Perfian  Courts  not  in  the  language  of  thf 
"  Courts  but  in  that  of  the  country  where 
"  they  were  planted y  plainly  becaufe  they 
cc  ^^^^  unfkilled  in  the  former ^  but  the  lattet; 
"  was  their  Mother  tongue^ 

Yet  here,  if  I  am  capable  of  making 
any  judgment,  inftead  of  giving  a  reafon 
plain  to  every  body^  as  he  fuppofeSy  he  affert? 
two  things  on  the  authority  of  two  afTump- 
tions  of  his  own,  vvhich  will  Iktisfy  nobody 
who  attends  >  ta  his  argument,  and  confi-* 
ders  it  as  an  argument  faid  to  be  decifive 
in  this  queftion,  viz. 

First, 


't 
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First,  That  they  did  not  write  the 
epiftle  in  the  language  of  the  Perfian 
Court,  becaufc  they  were  plainly  unikilled 
in  that  language. 

Secondly,  Thit  they  wrote  it  in  the 
language  of  the  country  where  they  were 
planted,  becaufe  that  language  was  flaxnly 
their  mother  tongue. 

Let  us  examine  both  his  aflertions  and 
affumptions. 

I.  He  fays,  ^ey  did  not  'write  it  in  the 
language  of  the  Perfian  Courts  which  he 
afterwards  tells  us  was  Perfic.  But  whence 
hath  he  this  intelligence  about  the  Court 
language  ?  Or  how  doth  it  appear  that  it 
was  not  pure  Chaldee  j  the  fame  that  this 
letter  was  wrpte  in  ?  This  had  not  only 
been  the  language  of  the  AJfyrian  and 
Cbaldaan  Monarchs  at  Babylon^  (Dan.  ii. 
iii.  iv.  chap;)  but  Darius  the  Mede^  and 
his  Court  fpoke  it.  (ibid.  chap,  vi.)  The 
decree  of  Cyrus  the  Perjian^  (Ezr.  vi.)  is 
Chaldee.  The  anfwer  to  this  epiftle  by 
Smerdis  the  Magian^  (called  here  Arta- 
xerxes)  and  his  Court,  is  Chaldee.  The  an- 
fwer from  Darius^  Hyftafpisy  afterwards  to 
^atnai  and  Shethar-boznai^  Ezra  v.  is  ChaU 
dee:   fo  is  the  decree  of  the  next  Arfa- 

xerxes , 
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xerkeSy  granted  to  Es^r^.*— (chap,  vii.)  And 
what  reafon  is  there  16  doubt  that  the  Ian-* 
guage  in  which  the  Governots  of  the  pro- 
vinces wrote  to  the  Perfmn  Kmgs^  and  in 
which  the  refcripts  of  the  Kings  werie  fent 
to  the  Governors,^— was  the  language  of 
the  Perfidn  Court  ? 

^.  PLAINLY^    ^^  Mv  Holityway, 
becaufe  tbey^  (the  Samaritans)  were  unJkiU 
kd  in  that  language^  vizi  Perjicj^ — ^Now 
had  the  language  of  the  Court  really  been 
Perficy  and  as  fuch  not  intelligible  to  the 
ordinary  Samaritansj  doth  it  follbw  that 
they  who  ihdited  this  epiftle^  and  wrote 
it,  viz.  Rebum  the  Chancellor,  and  Shim^ 
jhai  the  Scribe^  (ver^  8,  iand  9*)    perfons 
in  office  and  authority,  who  managed  the 
iaflFairs  of  this   colohy   under  the  Perjian 
Kingss  were  unfkilled  in  the  language  of 
the  Court  ?   They  might  be  ftippofed  to 
tmderftand  what  the  bulk  of  that  mon- 
grel people  did  iiot,    as  in  the  inftancc 
quoted  hy  Mr  Holltmay  himfclf,  /.  23.  of 
Rabfkakeh  underftanding  Hebr^w^    and  of 
Hezekiah\  minifters  underftanding  Chaldeey 
though  the  men  on  the  wall  knew  only  their 
native  language. 

O  But 
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But  if  the  language  of  the  Court  was 
Hot  Perjic^  (and  the  fwefumption  will  lie^ 
Qi^  that  fi4e^'for  the  reafons  abovemea- 
tioned,  till  fome  better  r^aibns  are  alledged 
t^o  the  <^Dtrary)  then  both  the  aflertioa 
And  afTumption  fall  together. 

3.  "  THtS  epi/iky  he  fays^  was  w^e 
"  in  the  iangu&ge  of  the  country  where  they 
"  (the  Samaritans)  were  planted.'"  —  The 
fiile  of  the  epiftle  is  confefled  to  be  pure 
Cbaldee-,  tind  how  doth  it  appear  that  this 
was  their  language  in  the  land  of  J^raei^ 
where  they  had  been  letded  fo  many 
years  ^  For  though  the  CS^afdee  might  have 
been  the  former  language  qf  the  Cutbites^ 
DinaiteSy  $5C;  {Ezra  iv*  9.)  their  anoeftors 
while  they  dwek  in  Cut^aj  Ava^  Ha- 
matb^  &c.  («  Kings  xv^ii.  24.)  yet  upon 
their  removal  ^to  Cafiaany  hy  t^ir  nur- 
ture and  converfation  with  the  fmall  re- 
4»ains  of  the  l^raeiit^s^  and  fey  correipon- 
slence  wi*h  th4r  neighbours  the  Jews  and 
PbenicianSf  it  unight  have  been  changed^ 
(as  it  is  fuppofed  to  have  been)  in  the 
fpace  of  1.50  ye^rs,  (for  fo  long  it  was 
from  their  being  tranfplanted  by  J^pper^ 
or  Efar-haddony  into  the  cities  of  Samaria^ 
Eztz  ivt  lOt—  to  the  writing  this  epiftle) 

and 
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ahd  might  have  heconae  by  thftt  i|iieapis  i 
medley  of  Skbrew^  or  Pienician  an4  Q&(?/- 
^^^;  and  be  called  (by  the  mwfi  they  ac- 
quired themfelves  afterwards)  ^afmritam 
tot  Samaritam-j^amiti/h.  And  the  ordi- 
nary people,  whofe  vern^culax  tongue  w^s 
ihe  Samarifattt  might  underft^nd  pure 
Chaldee  little  better  than  they  did  Betfic  : 
though  the  writers  of  the  letter  may  b^ 
fiippofedj  as  is  faid  above^  to  hfve  uad^r- 
flood  Cbakke^  as  it  was  the  language  of^ 
the  Court  und^r  which  they  admiQiftered^ 
When  therefore  Mr  Hfl&maji  tells  us, 

4.  That  Chaldee  \tra8  their  Mother^ 
tongue^  if  thgt  exprefiion  be  meaat  of  th6 
dialed  of  the  country  where  they  tJieA 
dwelt,  taken  from^thdr  inunedi^tp  pro- 
genitors, their  language  muft  be  Sarfiari'^ 
tan^  as  diftinguiChed  frqni  pure  Cbaldcf^ 
But,  if  by  Mother''t(^ngue  be  rn/eapt  the  lan- 
guage of  ^tif  fgrefathers  in  the  land  of' 
AJfyrift^  then  they  4id  not  write  this  cpi- 
jftle  in  the  laiigjiage  of  the  country  where 
-tbfiy  .wejre  planted :  In  eidier  cjife  the 
Xffiipjption  will  not  fupport  the  affertbn. 

But  nov  fuj^fe  Mr  Hojloway  had 

been  undoubtedly  right  in  all  thefe  foui" 

points,    conqernjng  the  langpa^e  of  the 

O  a  cpiftlcj 
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efriftle^  muft  it  follow  that  it  was  wrote 
in  the  prefent  Samaritan  charafter  ?  This  is 
the  important  inference  he  would  eftablifh 
as  certain,  becaufe  the  text  in  Ezra  is  ex- 
prefs,  that  they  wrote  in  the  CbaUee  or 
Syrian  character,  as  well  as  in  the  ChaUee 
or  Syrian  language.  But  might  not  their 
alphabet  be  changed,  though  their  lan- 
guage remained  the  fame  ?  and  if  they 
had  changed  their  alphabet,  and.  wrote  in 
that  which  was  in  ufe  in  Canaan j  might 
•there  not  be  good  reafon,  why,  in  wri- 
ting- to  the  Perjian  Court,  they  fhould  ra- 
ther ufe  the  old  charafter  of  their  lan- 
guage, well  known  at  Court,  than  ufe  the 
new  charadter,  they  had  borrowed  from 
their  neighbours  in  the  land  of  Ifrael? 
"  Languages  and  their  original  and 
•proper  alphabets  do  not  always  go  toge- 
ther. Both  the  Hebrew  and  CbalJee  in 
Scripture,  are  wrote  according  to  the  felf 
fame  alphabet,  and  confequently,  one  or 
other  of  them  in  a  character  not  properly 
it's  own.  Upon  Mr  Hollowa/s  own  fup- 
pofition,  not  only  all  the  Chaldee  in  the 
Bible,  and  the  Targumf  upon  it,  are  wrote 
in  a  charafter  not  belonging  to  the  Chaldee 
language  j  hut  the  Hebrew  Pentateuch  it- 

felf 
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felf  in  the  Hebrao-Samarifan  text,  muft 
be  wrote  in  the  true  Aramitijh  or  Chaldee 
character.      And  we  are  told  of  Arabic 
verfions  wrote  both  in  the  Syriac,  Terjicy 
and  Samaritan  charafters ;    nay  even   of* 
printed  editions  oi  Arabic  Bibles  in  Hebrew 
letters.     The  firft  edition  of  the  Penta-^ 
teuch  in  Perfic  was  in  Hebrew  charafters, 
publifhed  at  Oonfiantinople :  And  there  are 
feveral  editions  of  the  Syriac  New  Tefta- 
ment  in  Hebrew  letters.     See  Le  Long's 
Bibliotbeca  Sacra.     So  that   I  apprehend 
nothing  can  be  proved  from  his  argument 
to  fhew   that  the  Samaritans  might  not 
have  a  character  which  they  ufed  in  Gz- 
naan^  (after  dwelling  there  a  century  and 
half)  different  from  what  they  had  former- 
ly ufed  themfelves,  and  from  what  was 
yet  ufed  in  other  countries,    where  the 
Chaldee  was  ordinarily  fpoke.     And  fup- 
pofing  them  to  have  taken  the  Hebrew 
letter  into  ufage,  it  is  not  likely  they  fhould 
write  in  that  character  borrowed  from  the 
Hebrews,  when  they  were  drawing  up  an, 
accufation  againfl  them  to  the  King,  on 
purpofe  to    render   them  fufpefted    and 
odious  to  him :    becaufe  every  fpecies  of 
CPxnmercc  with  them,  or  communication 
0  3  of 
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of  cuftomsj  was  to  be  imprudence,   dfe-. 
fignedly  concealed  on  this  occafioh. 

All  this,  I  fay,  might  be  alledged  on 
Mr  Hdhwafs  own  fuppofition,  that  their 
country  tongue  was  pure  Chaldee^  like 
their  cpiftie.  But  the  tooft  natural  ac- 
count, neverthelefs,  fefems  to  be  that  rvO'^M 
in  the  text,  is  nfeither  meant  of  their  own 
proper  language,  rior  of  their  own  proper 
alphabet :  but  only,  that  whereas  they  had 
changed  their  language  in  part,  and  their 
character  altogether,  by  taking  that  of 
Canaan  in  it's  ftead,— — -when  their  Go- 
vernors, the  Chancellor,  and  Secretary 
wrote  to  the  King,  they  neither  made  ufe 
of  the  Samaritan  charader,  or  their  dia-^ 
left,  but  wrote  in  the  language  of  the 
Court,  viz.  pure  Cbaldee,  arid  in  the  pro- 
per CbaUee  charafter  or  letter ;  for  other- 
wife,  why  fhould  the  fliftorian  have  been 
fo  unufually  pirpumftanti^l,  in  fpeaking  of 
the  chara^er  as  well  as  language,  in 
which  this  epiftlc  from  the  Samaritans 
was  written  ? 

But  Mr  HoHo^ay  obfervcs  from  Eftber 
}.  22.  arid  viii.  9.  that  "  It  was  the  cnjiom 
^*  of  the /aid  Court  to  write  to  the  Provinces 
l^  of  fbeir  Empire^  not  in  their  own  Perfic, 

'    '  '   "  '. /      ^^^t 
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*<  6ut  in  fhi  language  and  alpbakt  ef  iocb 
*«  Prmincer  '-'--^^Ytt  this  will  4«tarminc 
nothing,  about  either  the  language  or  al- 
phabet  of  the  Samaritans.  For  as  their 
epiftle  was  wrote  to  the  Court  in  the  ^- 
ramitijh  language  and  charader,  it  was 
anfwered,  according  to  Mr  Holhway*^  own 
rule,  both  in  the  fame  language  and  aU 
phabet.  And  as  the  language  of  the  re^ 
fcript  is  allowed  to  be  fVS*iK,  or  pure 
Cbaldeey  fo,  for  any  thing  yet  (hewn,  or 
perhaps  that  can  be  (hewn  to  the  con- 
trary, it  might  be  wrote  in  that  fquare 
letter,  or  nearly  the  fame,  in  which  it  now 
appears  in  the  Jewi(h  copies  of  the  Bible. 
And  now,  if  theic  Chiefs  of  the  Sa^ 
tnarifam  may,  (for  the  reafons  abovemen-* 
tioned,  or  for  any  other  reafons  that  can- 
not be  now  difcovered)  without  any  great 
abfurdity  or  incongruity,  be  fuppofed  to 
have  wrote  their  epiftle  in  what  is  called^ 
and  known  commonly  by  the  name  of 
the  Chaldee^  now  Hebrew  charader  j  and 
the  Perjian  Court  may  be  fuppofed  to 
have  replied  to  them  in  the  fame  cha- 
racter, as  well  as  language  s  in  a  word, 
if  iTDni*  mna  in  this  text  of  Ezra^  may 
he  fuppofed  to  mean,  or  even  may  pojjibly 
O  4  mean^ 
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fneofiy  the  fquare  letter  in  which  the  Jews 
have  for  feveral  ages  wrote  Hebrew  j 
then  there  is  an  end  of  Mr  Hblhways 
DEMONSTRATION:  For  all 
that  he  faith  afterwards^  is  entirely  built 
on  a  perfuafion  that  this  cann^  be  trucj 
and  that  he  himfelf  is  abfolutely  right  in 
affirming  that  the  Samaritans  and  Chaldeans 
mufi  have  one  and  the  fame^  not  only  Ian-- 
guagey  hut  ^alphabet  alfo. 

"  IT  mujk  have  been  foy  (he  fays)  from 
"  ancient  times y  at  leaji  from  the  planting 
^'  that  mongrel  people  in  the  land  of  Ifrael.' • 
•^—Remarks, 

B  u  T  it  was  after  the  planting  them 
there,  that  the  alphabets  are  fuppofed  to 
have  been  changed,*—"  Sin(:e  which  their 
"  alphabet  hath  undergone  little^  or  no  mar^ 
^*  terial  changed    Ibid. 

But  the  whole  change  made  in  their 
alphabet,  is  thought  to  have  been  made 
after  their  being  planted  there,  — ^*  Jnd 
"  as  to  "what  it  was  before  we  know  nothing^ 
Jbid.  Here  then,  Mr  Holloway  muft  be 
content  with  his  ignorance^  while  others 
conceive,  and  upon  good  grounds,  that 
their  alphabet  before  this  change  was  the 
^^tpitijh    pr    Chaldee^    npw  qoipmonly 
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called  the  Hebrew.     "  But  we  are  to  fup^ 
f '  pofcy  that  from  the  time  the  Aramites,  Af- 
^«  fyrians,  and  Chaldeans,  (whofe  peculium 
^'  it  was)  had  an  alphabet ;   //  mu/i  have 
"  been  the  fame  in  the  main  that  is  fill  pre^ 
^^ferved  in  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch."'  Ibid. 
We  have  no  reafon  to  fuppofe  any  fuch 
thing,  but  great  reafon  to  believe  the  con- 
trary,   **  Seeing  this  is  allowed  to  be  the 
^*  cbaraSter  the  Samaritans  always  ufed:'\ 
ibid,  allowed  only  to  be  the  chara<3:er  they 
ufed  before  they  w?re  |)lanted  in  Samaria^ 
or  their  character  as  CuthiteSj  which  they 
formerly  held  in  common  with  the  Ara-- 
fnitesy   *^  And  what  they  fo  pfed,  (as  has 
**  been  now  proved  again  and  again,  by  a 
^*  cpnnexion  of  evidence  that  cannot  be  fe- 
^*  parated)  was  the  fame  with  the  faid  Ara- 
^'  njiti^,  Chaldean,  &c:'    This  hath,  in- 
deed,  been  ffiid  agaip,  and  again,   on  a 
prefumption  of  fads,  which  ought  to  be 
feparated  from  evidence,  as.  not  having  any 
neceflary  connexion  with  truth.     But  if 
faying  be  profoingy  there  will  be  more  proof 
ftill.     "  For  even  in  the  time  of  Ezrz  it  had 
^'  not  obtained  any  name  of  ifs  own,  but 
^^  'ipas  called  by^  that  whifh  was  ifs  old  name^ 
[[  viz.  tk^  Aramitifh,  which  I  jnufl  again 
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<<  rep^aty  (leji  fom  readersy  wilHngly  yJr- 
^'  getfulyjhduld  let  it  flip)  nvas  alfo  the  Chal^ 
«deaft,  Affyrian,  Gf^-"  But  the  reader 
^ufl  be  forgetful,  indeed,  if  he  lets  flip 
what  has  been  abovefaid,  that  although 
the  Aramitijhy  or  Affyrian  charaAer  may 
have  been  one  and  the  fame  with  the 
Chaldee ;  yet  that  the  Samaritan  may  ne-- 
verthelefs  mean  the  old  Hebren»^  or  Pbe* 
nician  charader. 

Now  comes  the  grand  inference,  or 
proof  of  ^a  point  much  wanted  by  the  kamed 
world.  J  "  **  l})e  matter  I  mean  (fays  he) 
<<  is  that  As  the  /aid  Samaritan  cbaraSer 
^^  flill  preferved  in  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch^ 
**  is  no  other  than  the  faid  old  Aramidfh, 
^^ or  Syriac,  and  ChsXd^t  chara&ery  SO 
*'  IT  MUST  from  hence  fMw>y  that  the 
^  Samaritan  alphabet y  or  charaStery  could 
^  ne'oer  be  the  chara0er  or  alphabet  in  which 
'^^  the  facred  Hebrew  Scriptures  of  the  Old 
**Teftament    were   written,'^     Remarks, 

But  «  he  hath  not  yet  proved  th« 
premifes,  fo  it  mufi  from  hence  fb/lowy  that 
Jiis  conclufion,  though  otherwife  juftly 
drawn,  has  no  right  to  be  admitted :  and 
confecjuently,  thp  pontrary  fuppofition,  of 

which 
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^teh  he  k  pleded  tft  fay,  {p.2bi)  ndi  a 
^rd  €an  4^iht^  ht  trtk ;  may  be  ttuc  fol: 
any  thing  that  hsfth  yet  a^peated  from  hi* 
rpafenings  agftinft   it;      "  ^he  yti^  (hi^ 
"  ffeys)  could  ^  urileirn  nhd  relirtfaijb  the 
^^  Somalritan  cheraSier  mtd  tafie  the  Chal- 
^'  de«  in  ifsjiead^  becaUfe  the  Chaldee  at^ 
"  Samaritan  were  but  one  and  the  felffafM 
•"  charnB^  before  the  Babyhnijh  CaftrntyJ"^ 
(This  is  begging  his  premifes)  "  Which 
^^faid  me  was  ne%)er  coy^fb^ndid  in  name 
*^  with   the  Hebrew^   but  was  JiiU  MJHnh 
**  guijhed  from  it  by  another  different  natniy 
^'^izi  the  Araraitifh."     /^.— -Right,  if 
(he  premifes  be  granted.     But  if  the  Sa^ 
fnaritan  and  the  Ghaldee  chaf-afters  are  two 
different  chara£t^s,  notolie  and  the  felf 
fanaej  theh  it  will  be  juftly  faid,  that  the 
faid  Samarit'iinj  though  W  confounded  mm 
in  name  nxHth  the  Hebreilo^  might  have  been 
once  the  very  Hebrew  chatter ;   and  the 
Chaldee  charader,  though  (now  confounded 
in  name  with  the  Hebrfew,  Cftighl  have 
been  anciently  diftinguiflied  fixml  the  He^ 
brew  by  another  diiFereat  name,  viz.  the 
Aramitijh. 

''AND  therefore^  if  the  Jews  ever  had 
i^  telinquijhed  any  more  andeta  chdraSter^ 

''it 
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^  il  mufi  have  beenfome  cbaraSler  of  which 
"  we  now  know  nothing^'  Ibid.— Right 
again  upon  his  hypothefis,  which  makes 
an  exit  Here  in  an  argument  ad  ignoran^ 
tiam :  which,  though  he  be  content  with 
it,  finds  no  place  in  the  contrary  fuppofi- 
tion;  for  if  the  Jews  could  relinquifti 
their 'Charader  at  all,  there  will  be  little 
doubt  remaining  what  character  it  was  for 
which  they  relinquifhed  it. 

*«  AND  if  they  had  taken  the  Chaldee, 
**  they  could  not  have  taken  the  prefent  He^ 
«  brew^  which  the  Chaldeans  never  had^ 
«  but  mujl  of  necejfity  have  taken  the  prefent 

^*  Samaritan/'    ibid. But  it  is  both  as 

intelligible  and  as  true  when  put  thus 
And  if  they  had  taken  Chaldee^  they  could 
not  have  taken  any  other  than  the  prefent 
Hebrew,  which  was  the  charader  the 
Chaldeans  had  5  and  of  necejjity  they  could 
not  take  the  prefent  Samaritan^  becaufe  it 
i^  the  character  that  they  relinquifhed. 

"  AND  fo  in  this  Samaritan,  and  not 
^*  the  prefent  Hebrew^  the  Hebrew  Scrip- 
"  tures  Jhould  have  been  handed  down  by 
"  them  to  pojierityj  and  we  Jhould  now  have 
^*  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  accordingly^  not  in 
^j  the  prefent  Hebrew^  but  in  thatfaid  Sa- 

«  maritan 
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"  matitan  cbaraSier  j  the  Chaldee  charadler 
"  njohicb  they  mufi  have  brought  home  from 
**  Babylon  (had  they  brought  home  that)  be^ 
"  i^gy  ^^  I  bave  demonjlratedy  all  me  and 
the  fame  with  the  Syrian  or  Aramitifh  j 
and  therefore  aljb  with  the  faid  Samari- 
tan "  ibid.  /.  27. 
That  the  Chaldee  charadlcr  might  be 
the  fame  with  the  Syrian  or  Aramitijh  was 
never,  that  I  know  of,  denied,  and  fo 
needed  not  to  be  demonjirated :  but  that  it 
(hould  therefore  be  the  fame  with  the  5^- 
maritan  alfo,  will  really  need  a  demonflra-^ 
tiony  or  fome  cogent  proof  before  it  can 
be  admitted. 

"  A  GAIN.  As  the  Samaritans,  Ara- 
"  mites,  and  Chaldeans  had  all  the  fame 
"  character  with  one  another ^  fo  according 
"  to  Walton,  Scaliger,  and  other  learned 
**  meny  the  old  Phenicians,  and  Canaanites, 
"  had  in  like  manner  the  fame  with  them  : 
"  and  fo  all  tbofe  nations  had  one  and  the 
^^ fame  cbaraSlery  viz.  the  Aramitifh, 
"  Chaldean,  or^  Samaritan/*  ibid.  Walton^ 
Scaligery  and  other  learned  men  have  fup- 
pofed  the  old  Phenicians  and  Canaanites 
had  the  fame  character  with  the  Samari- 
tans s    but  not  the  fame  with  the  Aramites 

and 
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(fec^ding  to  Mr  Hollpway,  in  wfeiQh  i8^<»/- 
m,Sf4lfgff,  and  Gft^r  ievpp4  ri^,  are 
!P«tfir?ly  /Igainft  Wt»- 

■*'  CQN^^W^N'Tl.r  Miffg  thi 
**  Jfiffps  fb^ng'e4  tbf  old  Jlekrm  (by  that 
*•  Hebrew  meaning  the  San)a|-|jgn)  ffff"  thi 
«  CHald?e,  isffiyin^  they  ct/m&d  tjde  QuA- 
«  dee  yr  /^/^"  ibii4.  To  wlwm  «ii 
lacb  a  fptfi^f^n  fe§loog,  bqt  *o  pnp  who 
ivjU  h»v6  iH  Q>al4ee  2j\i  SifPHipitm  ^i^ 
t»9xrs,  At  aU  sdv^QtitfjfSj  tQ  be  0/7^  and 

f'BESIDEJS  ail  wkick  fis  fo  this 
*  **  pretended  change  of  the  ktterit  there  «r^ 
**  y0i  other' pr-saff  tfi  hf  dra^m  from  the  book 
■**  4  E»rsi  itMx  tMt  Swia  made  m  change 
"  <^  fhf  mcimt'  Mrm  cjh/fra&er  for  01^ 
.«  Qthfir }  %  /"A?/  kfi  4fJivere4  donpn  the 
«  Smpturfi  fii  they  hfd  kern  delivered  from 
f'  Mofes,  ^  aU  the  Propkefs  fqlhrmngi 
*'  doim.  to  H^ilf^*  iihid.--.I  fljoi^d  have 
/jid  fooKthkig  to  tiiis  too,  bad  not  Mr 
fhlkmy  ijgnimed  jftt^ly  added  -r: —  *^  ^  i 
.*^>^tfi^  />r<w^  /?^  large,  if  God  gives  m  life 
*'  and  leifur£  to  pubtijh  the  .work  I  iniettd* 
■*«'  edfor  Fiblegomena/fl  my  Oiigin^s :— -• 
.«  /  majty    if  tie  hue  tf  the  Scripturei 

*JJhould 
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<*  pould  difpofe  the  Literati  to  encourage  fucb 
**  works'^ 

All  therefore  I  have  to  fay  in  reply 
here,  and  it  comes  from  me  with  greater 
pleafure  thaiv  any  thing  I  have  now  writ- 
ten on  the  former  articles,  is.  That  I 
heartily  wifh  him  life  and  leifure  to  finifh 
and  publifh.what  he  intends :  And,  that  h» 
may  do  it  not  only  to  his  own  fatisfadlion, 
but  to  the  fatisfaiftion  alfo  of  the  Literati  : 
Whom  I  cannot  think,  as  he  feems  to  do,' 
difuiclined  to  encourage  fucb  works,  if  hf 
that  expreflion  he  means  not  to  preclude 
them  from  the  liberQr  of  ejcamipiiig,  ^ 
approving,  or  even  confuting  fuch  work? 
as  ^ey  fhail  fee  occaiion.  For  the  iafOQ 
love  of  the  Scriptures  which  difpofes  them 
to  encourage  the  publication  <)f<veiy  weU 
meant  undertaking  in  the  caufe  of  truths 
will  equally  prompt  them  to  oppose  cxror^ 
and  rectify  miftakes  wherever  they  fisMl 
them. 


$  E  C  T. 
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SECT.     ilL 


What  be  fays  of  the  Samaritan  Shekels^  cori^ 
fderedi 


MR  Holloway  proceeds  next,  'ke- 
marks y  p.  28.  to  (hew  that  the  A- 
ramittfh  or  Syrian  did  alfo  comprehend 
the  Arabian  tongue.  Upon  which  he 
quotes  the  Additamtni  inferted  by  the  LXX, 
iU  the  end  of  the  Book  of  Job,  ikpreffin^^ 
that  it  was  tranjlated  oui  of  the  Syrian,  ih 
the  borders  of  Idumaea  and  Arabia^  What 
he  obferves  from  hence,  and  from  Bifho^ 
Maximinm^  explanation  of  this  paflagtf, 
^4  29.  and  upon  that  very  odd  note^  •  as  hfe 
calls  it,  in  the  Schdlia/i  on  this  paiTage  of 
the  LXX,  marked  by  Fiani.  NobiliuSj  p^ 
29,  30.— —I  pafs  entirely  over,  becaufe 
this  additament  hath  been  thoroughly 
confidered,  and  accounted  for  by  Dr  Po- 
jCbck^  in  his  Preface  to  his  Commentary 

on 
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t>h  Mte/&,  to  which  1  refer  by  redder,  if 
he  thinks  it  to  be  of  any  concerhment :  and 
I  fhall  only  take  notice  of  what  immediate- 
ly belotags  to  the  fubjedt  in  hand,  in  Mt 
Holloways  paragraph  about  the  SbekelSj 
Remarks^    P*  3^,    31.    in  the  following 

-  words, 

-  '^  BUT  there  is  another  objeSlion  Jltll 
•*  behindy  againjl  the  priman)ity  of  the  £fo- 

.  "  brew  charaSerj  nvhich  the  diffitfe  fort  of 
**  writers  hold  to  be  unanfwerable.:  I  mem 
*'  that  taken  from  the  famous  Samaritan  She^ 

'  "  kels.  But  this  with  believers j  will  not  be 
"  admitted  againjl  proofs  brought  from  the^ 
*^  Scriptures y  but  willy  where  fucb  are  pro-- 
*^  ducedy  be  rejeBed  without  .more ^adoy  as. 
•^  things  forged  or  fpuriouSy   or  never  yet 

•  "  brought  to  the  true  critical  tejir 

The  true  tejty  I  prefume,  which  is 
here  referred  toj  is  Mr  Hollowafs  text 
from  EuarHy  as  by  himfelf  explained^  in  a 
manner  never  yet  thought  of  by  the  wri- 
ters de  Siclis  y  ( whdm  he  reprefentSi  iat 
leaft  as  many  as  are  againft  him,  as  a  dif-- 
fufefort  of  writersy  ex.  gr. — Pojlelly  Gerh. 
yo0usy  Waltony  Mbriny  Prideaux  *,  dhd 
P  fueh 

*  Befides  thofe  mentioned  in  It^attottg  zxA  Ric,  Sinm^ 
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jfuch  like)  whereby  it  will  appear  that  the 
tSawaritan  Shekel  hath  an  infcription  in  the 
-jyfyrian  or  Chaldean  chara<3:er,  inftead  of 
•jthe  old  Hebrew  charader :  Or  is  ftamped 
According  to  the  true  Syrian  or  Jramitijh 
alphabet,  and  not  with  the  true  Hebrew 
letter.  And  therefore  fuch  as  are  pretend- 
ed to  have  been  ftruck  before  the  Baby-- 
knijh  Captivity  with  the  Samaritan  cha- 
rafter,  muft  of  neceflity  be  forged  and 
fpurious. 

But  may  not  the  authority  of  this  cri- 
tical teji  be  queftioned,.  before  it  is  ac- 
knowledged?   Nothing    indeed  will,    or 
-ought  to  be  admitted  by  believers  againjl 
proofs  brought  from  the  Scriptures.     But  are 
they  to  take  Mr  Holloways  conftru(9ion  of 
the  Scriptures  for  undoubted  proof,  and  rf- 
.je£tj  without  more  adoy  what  is  not  genuine 
by  his  teft  ?  Proof s produced^  unlefsthey  are 
..pertinent   when  produced,,  (and  perhaps 
>  thpfe, brought  by  him  may  not,  after  exa- 
.  mination  be  thought  fo)  will  avail  nothii^g 

towards 


yit  may  reckon  on  the  fame  fide  Kircher,  Scacchusy  Wa- 

'  g^fiiU  Adricondusy   Mafius^  &c.     And  on  the  other  fldc, 

Otho  Sperlingiusy    Reland^   Hottinger^    Bet/nage^  &c.     Vide 

Deylwgium  de  Re  nummaria  veterum  H^^brxorum.    Pact 

III,  p.  175- 


towards  (etdng  afide  what  iJgenis  drcady 
tfiablifhed  on  good  groundSi 

^^ANDy  indeed^  {fays  he)  feveral  fuf^ 
*^ficient  arguments  have  been  already  offered 
*^  againjl  tbefe  trinkets  by  learned  men :  to 
**  whichy  if  I  ever  print  the  work  above-^ 
**  mentioned^  I  Jkall  add  others ^  fufficient  t 
"  hope  to  put  an  end  to  this  difpute'* 

What  Ke  will  make  out  on  this  con^ 
troverted  point,  time  muft  fhew.  But  I 
believe  we  (hould  not  flatter  ourfelves  with 
the  expedtation  of  having  any  thing  ^/?/;^e);2- 

Jlrated,  ^  by  a  connexion  of  evidence  not  to  be 
feparaiedi  though  he  may,  perhaps^  be 
able  to  {hew  that  fome  of  the  writers  on 
the  other  fide  have  exprefled  themfelves 
too  pofitivcly,  and  peremptorily  oA  the 
occafion  *  j    and  have  held  their  arguments^ 

*  as  he  obferves,  to  be  unanfwerable :  a  fault 

which  we  may  fometimcs  difccrn  even  in 

P  2  great 

*  Mr  UoUtnj^ivfi  famous  critic ^  Jdf^  Scaliger,  fays  oil 
tlus  fubje^ly  not  enly  fummam  ejft  imferitiami  &c.  as  a« 
bore  noted,  but  Extreme  infam^g  ^  imperiti^  eft  paart 
weterum  Hebr49orum  alias  iitefas  fuijfe  quam  qua  in  illis  Sic* 
its  'vifuntur. 

And  WaltfMi  DuSum  ex  antipUs  Siclis  &  nxmfviatis  He* 

braerum  argumehlsim  ante  capti<uitatem  cufis Cm  nema 

nifi  qui  lufcut  W  eculos  ciaudit  t^eHtiri  n§n  poffit*      ■  n 

Proleg.  III.  / 
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-great  men,  fpcaking  on  faVotfritc  pointe, 
which  will  not  altogether  warrant  fuch 

/  confidence/ 

Whosoever  carefully  perufes  what 

^  Baron  Spanbeim  has  faid  upon  the  Shekels^ 
(and  he  had  feen  the  choiceft  of  them  in 
the  bcft  cabinets)  will  have  reafon  to  di- 
ftruft  the  truth  of  fome  extraordinary  in^- 
ferences  from  them,  which  neverthelefs 
have  been  given  out  as  certain  and  indu- 
bitable. And  I  may  add  the  judgment 
alfo  of  another  great  man,  viz.  the  late 

.  Bifliop  Hooper^  in  his  Enquiry  into  tbejiate 
(^ the  ancient  meafuresy  &c.  p.  251.  which 

,.is  not  fb  favourable  for  the  genuinenefs  of 

,  the  Shekels  before  the  Captivity,  as  the 
learaed  fufTrage  of  the  jaft  age  was. 
(Though,  neither    be  nor   Spanbeim  call 

.'  them   trinkets^)     So    that    I   fhould    not 

.  wonder  if  fome  curious  readers  on  this 

.  queftion,  on  both  fides,  fhould  think 
and   fay    of    it   at    length,    as    Erpenim 

...faid   of  the   other  difpute,   Whetber   He- 
brew  or    Syriac  was    the  firjl   language^ 
\  viz.  litem  ejfe  adbuc  fub  judice.     And  fo 
I  am  apt  to  think  it  is  likely  to  remain 
•   till  Mr  Holhmay  prints   bis  work  above- 

mentioned y 
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mentioned^   and  puts  an  end  to  the  dtfpute :  ^ 
if  fo  be  thcfe  two*  events-  may  haply  fall 
out  together. 

Let  him  only  propofe  his  o^yn 
doubts  concerning*  the  fuppofed  aufhor- 
rity  of  thefe  Shekehy  with  the  fame  mo- 
defty  and  deference  that  Spanbeim  has 
ufed,  and  treat  the  arguments  of  thofe 
who  think  not  as  he  doth,  with  the 
fame  temper  and  moderation;  and  then 
what  he  (hall  advance,  however  new 
or  uncommon,  if  fupported  only  with 
probable  teftimony,  will,  no  doubt,  be 
acceptable  to  the  Learned,  and  will  do 
credit  to  himfelf,  whether  it  will  have 
any  further  efFed:  or  pot. 

I  N  the  mean  time  I  conclude  this  ar^ 
tide  in  the  words  of  Dr  Frideaux.  Conn^ 
Vol.  L  p.  272.  foL 

"There  are  fome  who  ftroiuoufly 
**  contend  for  the  antiquity  of  the  pre- 
"  fent  Hebrew  letters,  as  if  they,  and 
*^  none  other,  had  been  always  the  far 
"  cred  charafter  in  which  tlje  Holy 
"  Scripturj^s  were  written.  And  that 
"  the  Samaritan   was   never    in   ufe   for 

55  this  purpofe  : But  the   opinion   of 

P  3  th? 


*^  the  moft  learned  men»  luid  npoii 
*<  good  grounds,    is  on   the  other  fide, 

« And  I  think"  (fays  he,    for  fo 

he  concludes)  **  the  argument  which  is 
'*  brought  from  the  Sbekels  cannot  b§ 
l[  Wifwcred/', 


SECT. 
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SECT.     IV. 


Mr  HoUoway'j  argument  from  the  diftino 
tion  between  Afliurit  and  Hibrit,  cmfidered. 


BU  T  the  learned  author  has  opened 
another  fcene  upon  the  fame  fubjeft, 
and  hath  given  us  a  Key,  which,  if  it 
anfwers  his  opinion  of  it,  will  let  us  into ' 
an  eafy  folution  of  this  intricate,  and  much 
controverted  queftion. 

For  in  ^.  95.  of  his  Primcevity  of  the 
Sacred  Hebrew^  he  fays,  "  /  will  add  here 
"  a  Jhort  note  of  fome  of  the  particulars^ 
^^  which  I  think  occafioned  the  whole  mijlfike 
"  thaf  has  gone  abroad  concerning  the  change 
"  pretended  to  have  been  made  by  Ezra,  of 
•*  the  fuppofed  old  Hebrew  charaSler^fQr  that 
«*  called  the  Chaldeer 

Whereby,  among  other  benefits  to  be 
reaped  by  this  difcovery  (lee  the  note  a£ 

the  bottom  of  the  fame  page) "  1^ 

P14  ^'Jhall 
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^^  Jhall  be  able  to  account  for  the  Samaritan 
"  Shekels  being  Jlruck  with  the  Chaldee  cba-^ 
^*  raSler  they  now  bear^  (fi^PP^fi^S  ^^y  ^f 
"  them  to  be  aficient)  fvithout  tha(  expedient 
**  of  reverfng  the  two  alphabet s^  commonly 
"  taken  by  modern  criticks." 

And  this  whole  matter  he  conceives 
m^y  be  prefently  fet  right,  if  we  will  carcr 
fully  attend  to  the  old  diftinftion  betwe?ft 
j4/hurzt  and  Hibrif,  as  applied  to  characters 
or  alphabets. 

H  £  ftates  the  diftindion  thus. 
"The  two  words  Afhurit  and  Hibrt 
*^  have  had  divprfe  and  mixed  applications 
**  among  the  *Jews ;  the  former  fignifying, 
^\  as  a  Gentile  and  proper  adjeSlivey  Affyrian ; 
*^  as  an  appellative,  the  blejfed^  or  facred; 
'^  ?ind  fo  when  applied  to  Unguage,  the 
^^  facred  tongue^  and  character.    And  the 
"  latter  (now  the  facr?d  Hebrew)  being 
*^  anciently   put   for    the  Tramfuvial  or 
"  Hebrew  brought  from  beyond  the  River.; 
7  And   un4er  thefp    fevcral   names,    the 

V  Jews  h^d  of  old  two  feveral  alphabets; 
"  viz.  the  faid  Afhurit^  or  facred,  in  which 
*?  the  Lavv  was  originally  written  by  MofeSy 

V  and  in  which  the  Holy  Scriptures  con- 
^^  tinned   to  be    written   for   facred   and 

*'  temple 
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^Memple  ufes  ever  after:  and  the  Tranf^ 
^^fimnaU  which  was  ufed  by  all  the  Ara-^  ^ 
**  mitijh  nations,  and  by  the  ancient  Jew$ 
^*  alfo,  in  common  and  civil  aiFairs,  as  for 
"  infcriptions  on  their  coins^  contraBs^  epi- 
^^Jiolary  writings    and  even  to  copy  the 
^*  Scriptures  for  private  ufe.      By  vjrhich 
"  means  that  which  is  now  called  Hebrew^ 
'^  had  then  the  title  of  JJhurit^  and  that 
**  which  was  then  termed  Hebrew^  in  that 
*^  fenfe  of  Tramjluvial  (which  was  indeed 
"  the  Aramitijh)  was  afterwards  called  the 
"  Samaritan  \  from  the  people  oiSamariay 
"  (a  mixt  colony  of  Cbaldaam,  jyfyrians^^ 
*^  &c.)  who  had  copied  the  books  of  the 
'^  Law  in  it.     And  thefe  things  thus  ob^' 
"  tained   chiefly   till   after  the  Babylomjb 
''  Capthityr 

I N  the  manner  in  which  thefe  feverll 
points  are  laid  together  they  have  a  fair 
appearance,  and  feem  to  reconcile  the  dif- 
ference among  other  writers  about  the 
Jewifli  alphabet.  But  whence  hath  Mr 
Holloway  this  diftinftion,  and  all  this  in- 
telligence concerning  it  ?  He  fcruples  not 
to  own  that  he  has  them  from  thofe  Rab- 
binical Writings,  which  he  doth  at  oth^r. 
times  defpife  and  explode. 

Shoulp 
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Should  any  ow  allcdge  the  teftimony, 
or  traditions  of  the  Rabbins  againft  any  of 
his  wm  conclufions>.  He  would  perhaps 
think  it  fufficient  to  anfwer,.  that  thefe 
apoftates  are  not  to  be  credited  in  any 
thing  they  fay :  that  we  are  not  to  truft 
them  in  any  of  their  readings,  pun(aua* 
tions,  and  conftrudions  of  the  Sacred 
Text,  by  which  they  endeavour  to  blind 
us,  and  lead  us  from  the  truth.  But  now 
that  they  feem  'to  have  fpoken  fomething 
concerning  the  Hebrew  alphabet  that  cor- 
refponds  with  his  own  notions,  they  ftand, 
on  this  occaiion,  better  in  his  opinion. 

FOISIN  2Lnd  Buxtorfy  to  whom  he 
refers  at  the  end  of  this  note,  the  former 
in  his  obfervations  on  the  Vrocem.  to  ikfor- 
tirC%  Pugio  Fideiy  and  the  other  in  his  dii^ 
fertation  de  Hterarum  Hebraicarum  genuind 
Jbitiquitatei  have  brought  together  a 
number  of  pafTagcs  out  of  both  the  Tal- 
ffiudsy  and  other  Rabbinical  books,  in 
which  this  diftindtion  is  mentioned,  and 
in  which  the  reader  will  find  it  explicated 
with  great  variety  of  fcntiments,  and  no 
fmall  trifling  in  argumentation.  But  I 
ftaU  content  myfelf  with  only  making  a 

few 
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few  Remarks  upon  what  Mr  HoU^way  bast 
taken  from  them,  or  advanced  uponthqm* 

-. — "  THE  two  words  AflMirlt  and 
**  Hibri  have  bad  diverfe  and  mixt  applica^ 
*'  tiom  among  the  Jews/' 

Very  true,  and  for  that  reafon  neither 
the  Jews  tradition,  nor  their  judgment  io 
fupporting  it,  are  to  be  in  any  wife  de- 
pended upon.  Whatever  weight  their  te- 
ftimony  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  in  other 
cafes,  it  ought  to  have  little  in  this,  be- 
caufe  they  differ  from  each  other  in  al- 
moft  every  article  of  the  queftion.  Di^ 
verfas  fermt  fententtas  in  Talmudcy  fays 
Votjmy  p.  105,  And  left  this  difference  in 
opinion  fhould  feem  to  have  arifen  from 
Angularity  and  petulance  in  Rabbins  of 
leffer  note,  I  (hould  further  obferve  with 
Buxtorfy  (Lex.  Chah  I'al.  in  voce  AJhurit) 
In  utramque  fententiam  apud  Hebraos  funt 
graves  autores. 

«  THE  former  {viz.  Afhurft)/^- 

"  nifying  as  a  gentile  and  prober  adjeStive^ 
"  Aflyrian,  as  an  appellative^  the  blefled  or 
5*  facred/' — - 

But  how  do  the  Rabbins  themfelves 
explain  this  term  ? 

They; 
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They  who  expound  it  as  an  appella- 
tive, do  not  expound  it  hyfacredy  though 
they  allow  the  charafter  to  be  facred  in 
confequence  ♦  of  it's  being  the  fame 
which,  they  fay,  God  ufed  when  he  wrote 
the  Decalogues  but  they  tell  us  it  was 
called  Alhurit  n*T^B^M,  either  becaufe  it 
was  nnD3  mtJ^KO  heatificata  in  fcrip^ 
tione  ^  \  or  becaufe  it  was  ^tPIWDH,  or 
n*nvm«n  mWO  reSia  in  Uteris  fuis  %. 
(And  fo  Ligbtfoot  renders  it,  blejfed  or  di- 
reSl.)  Or  becaufe  it  was  grand  §,  beauti^ 
fuU  decent^  elegant^  &c.  While  others 
among  them  interpret  it  altogether  as  a 
gfntik  adjeSlive^  and  fay  it  means  np  more 
than  II  Ajfyrian.  And  the  Grammarian 
jihraham  de  Balmis^  expounds  the  term 
in  all  thefe  fenfes,  according  to  Buxtorf\ 

verfion, 

♦  Aa£lor  En  IJraeL    Vide  VotJUit  p.  105, 
f  R.  Judah  Haccadojh,    Voif.  ibid.     Buxt.  Thcfcs  14, 
&  20. 

t  R'  Ephodeui  &  Ahra,  de  Balms,     Baxt  Theiis,  20. 
5  A/churl^  propter  magnificentiam  &  decoremy  ex  fignifi- 

Jatione  ilia  verbi  ^i6i7r  qua  legimus,   Gr».  xxx.  13.—* 
\ambam.     Vide  Buxt.  Thefis,   20. 

\  Cur  vocatur  JJfurit  f  Quia  afcendit  cum  cis  nitt^KD 
ex  JJfyrid,     RaL  Jofe.     Buxt.  Thefis,  42. 

Vocarunt  autem  earn  Afiyriam  quia  magnates  IftJ^Hs 
cam  fec^m  ferebant  n^K^K  flND.  R.  Gedtdiah,  The- 
fis* 44- 
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verfidn,  viiii  AJhurit  qua  efi  reSHJftma^  & 
beatijjima  in  Uteris  fuis,  &  exivit  nobifcum 
ex  AJfyria.     Tbefis  20. 

"  AND  fo  nvhen  applied  to  language^ 
«  "  the  facred  tongue  and  cbaraSler  i"'     ■  ■ 
Primavityj  ibid. 

V  E  R  y  rarely  is  it  thus  applied  to  the 
Hebrew  language  by  the  Rabbins,  fo  far 
as  I  have  obferved,  (an  inftance  or  two  are 
.  found  in  Buxtorf's,  Lex.  .Rabbin,  which 
:  may  be  accounted  fqr)  and  it  is  never  ap- 
plied as  an  appellative,  to  any  other  lan- 
;  guage ;  none  being  called  blejfed  or  facred 
but  that  in  which  the  Scriptures   were 
:  wrote.      And  though .  it  feenxs  to    be  as 
^  proper  a  gentile  adjeStive  for  the  AJfyrian 
•  Janguage  as  Aramitb  is,    yet  I  queftion 
^whether  it  is.fo  ufed.     It  was  a  miftake 
that  Ligbtfoot  flipped  into,  when  he  traii- 
flated  the  words  of  Rab.  Judab^  (Vol.  II. 
p.  138.)  The  Law  was  given  in  /i&^.Aflyrian 
language— for  the  words  that  follow  are 
.  — -"  ^d  when  they  Jinned  ii,  was  turned 
.  "  into  breaking^'  (viz.  another  manner  of 
writing,    as  hereafter  will  be  explained) 
"  and  when  they  were  worthy  in  the  days  of 
"  Ezra,  //  was  turned  for  them  again  into 
[[  Affyrian."     This  plainly  relates  to  the 

charaSier^ 
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iharoBef,  not  to  the  language.  And  Bbx^ 
icrf  axing  another  author  who  had  faid 
jiA  Initio^  dua  Lingua^  externa  &  facra, 
tec.  amends  the  error  by  adding^— —^vult 
dipere  Scriptura.    ^Thef,  xlv* 

— "  AND  the  latter  [now  thefacred 
«*  Hebrew]  being  anciently  put  for  the 
"  Transjkevialj  or  Hebrew  brought  from  be^ 
«« ^d the  river''    Primavity^  ibid. 

HIBRIs  indeed,  is  ufed  both  of  lan-^ 
guage  and  chara^er«  Yet  it  is  rarely,  if 
ever,  ufed  otherwife  than  of  the  tongue 
and  writing  of  the  Jews.  Even  when 
the  character  ^ds  faid  fo  be  AJhurity  the 
language  nevertlfelefs  was  Hibri  i  fo  that 
the  fame  copies  muft  have  been  both 
Ajhurit  and  Hibri^  the  one  in  regard  of 
the  character,  the  other  in  rcfpeft  of  the 
language.      80    Rab.    Eliezer    HakkeHr^ 

ma3^  Ti»Sni  nniBW  njisn  in  the  Af- 

furit  writing  and  Hibrit  tongue.  Buxt. 
Thefis,  I5»  But  when  Mr  HoUoway  gives 
us  the  fighifkation  of  Hibri^  as  being  an- 
ciently put  for  the  Transfluvial^  or  He- 
brew brought  from  beyond  the  River,  he 
applies  it  to  an  alphabet ^  in  that  fenfc  in 
which  it  was  only  ufed  with  propriety  of 
the  Hebrew  people,    as  defcending  from 

Abraham : 
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jibrabam:  For  whether  Abraham  were 
called  Hebrew  becaufe  he  came  from  the 
ether  Jide  of  the  Floods  or  by  reafon  of  his 
being  dcfcended  from  Heber^  the  language 
and  character  ufed  by  his  progeny  were 
not  denominated  Hibri  from  being  tbemh 
fehes  tramjkmal  alfo,  or  derived  from 
Heberj  but  from  being  the  language  -and 
writing  of  the  Hebrew  nation,  while  they 
dwelt  in  Canaan.  Neither  do  I  know 
whether  Mr  Holkway  will  admit  .that  then? 
was  writing,  or  alphabets  of  any  kind  be-* 
fore. Mofes.  However,  I  make  diis,  di- 
itin(9ion  here  to  obviate  the  ufes  he  pre- 
fently  makes  of  the  term  Transfiuvial  al- 
'  phabet,  or  charad:er  brought  from  beyond 
the  River. 

<# "  AND  under  thefe  Jiveral  names 

**  the  Jews  bad  of  old  twofeveral  alphabets.^ 

Here  he  begins  to  infer  from  hisprc- 
mifes,  and  muft  be  the  more  carefully  at- 
tended to.  By  the  Jews  having  thefe  two 
alphabets  ofold^  he  .means,  as  appears  from 
what  follows,  their  having  them  from  the 
time  of  Mofes^  till  after  the  Babylonijh 
Captivity;  for  it  was  within  that  period, 
that  things  thus  obtained  chie/fyy  as  he  after- 
wards words  it.*— *;^  Viz.  Thefoid  Afhurit, 

0r 
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«•  (ft  Sacred,  in  which  the  La*is>  nx)Qi  ori^i^ 

"  nally  'written  by  Mofes,  and  in  which  the 

••  Holy  Scriptures  continued  to  be  written 

^^for  Sacred  and  Tcmplc-ufes  ever  after ^ 

The  Rabbins,  he  fuppofes,  have  given 
ftn  account  of  this  in  fubjiance^  as  he  bos 
collected  itj  p.  97.  And  he  remits  the  rea- 
der to  the  citations  made  from  them  by 
Voijin  and  Buxtorf  &c. 

Let  us  then  attend  to  the  account  the 
Rabbins  have  given  according  to  thefe  au- 
thors. 

In  the  book  En  Ifrael^  dd  cap.  i*  Tra^. 
Talmud  Megilah,  cited  by  Foijinj  p.  105. 
and  by  Buxt^  ThefeSf  68,  and  70.  We 
are  told  that  this  .^^2^2^//  character  was  not 
known  to  any  nation  but  the  Ifraelitesy 
who  learned  it  from  the  writing  o»  the 
Tables,  and  in  the  book  of  the  Law  dft- 
pofited  in  the  Ark.  Neither  did  the  vul- 
gar underftand  it,  or  the  Ifraelites  gene- 
rally, but  only  •ma  *l*n*  One  in  a  gene^ 
ration^  fuch  as  Daniel^  who  by  his  know- 
ledge of  it  interpreted  the  hand-writing 
on  the  wall  of  Beljhazzar's  palace,  which 
was  wrote  by  an  angel  in  this  extraordi- 
jiary  charafter.  That  Daniel  afterwards^ 
taught  the  Chaldean  Princes  and  Nobles 

how 
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how  to  read  and  life  it,   and  that  Ezrd 
taught  it  the  Jews, 

But  the  great  Rabbi  Juddh  Haccadojh 
fays>  that  "  Tho'  the  Law  in  the  begin- 
^*  ning  was  given  in  Ajhurit  writing,  yet  for  . 
«  the  fins  of  the  people  \^rb  \rh  nSW 
5«  cem^erfa  tfi  ipjis  in  frafturam :"  It 
was  changed  into  a  broken  or  disjoined 
chara<9:er;  by  which  (though  there  are 
difputes  about  the  words  *)  he  is  here 
fuppofed  to  mean  the  charadter  now  called 
Snmaritan^  "  But^  fays  he,  when  the 
^*  Ifraeliies  repented,  God  reftored  the 
**  Ajhurit  writing  to  them  in  the  time  of 
*^  Ezra:'    Buxt:  Thef.  14. 

And  this  is  pirovfed  in  the  following 
manner  from  Scripture,  Deut.  xvii.  18* 
He  (the  King)^^//  write  him  a  copy  (or 
duplicate  niB^D)  of  this  LiAv  in  a  book  .•-^ 
i.  e.  fays  the  Rabbi,  as  interpreted  by 
Lightfoot^  in  a  writing  that  wits  to  be 
changed:  Or,  aS  Buxtorf  renders  it  "  njtyo 
*'  dupla  vel  fecundana,  quOd  ejus  Scriptura 

•  De  quohim  Tefbonim  ftnfu  v^ii  ({irpatafit  Hcbnci; 
at  videre  eft  apud  Afariam  in  Meor  Enanm,  c.  56.  Omnes 
tamen  tn  hoc  conveniunt  figniiicari  hie  plirafi  vel  Mi'vio' 
nfm  yt\  mutation^  Scrtptttrs  illitfs  prifcse  in'  qui  Lex  datar 
fttU.     Buxt.  The/.  14. 

a  ^^  mUtari 
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"  mutari  vcl  iterari  &  Jkcundd  vice  dart 
''debueritr    Tbef.  6g. 

But  when  the  Ifraelttes  returned  to 
God  by  repentance,  then  fays  the  Rabbi 
"  God  reflored  to  them  Afhurit^  accord- 
•*  ing  to  Zech.  ix.  12.  To  day  I  declare 
"  that  I  will  render  double  unto  thee,  viz. 
"  nat^D  the  doubled  or  fecmded  (as  Lights 
^foot  words  it,),  q.  d.  Pro  ed  quod  obUtus 
^^fueras  Scripturarum  dupii  Jive  exempla- 
^*  ris  legis,  rejlituam  tibi  id  a^us  oblifus 
^^fuerasi  vcl  hoc  fenfu,  refUtuam  tibi 
"  mutatam  Scripturam  legis,"  as  Buxt.  ex- 
plains it.     Thef.  14. 

But  what  fay  other  Rabbins ?  Why 
Mar  5tt/r^  (quoted  by  Voijin^  p.  105,  and 
by  BuxU  Thef.  43.)  fays  that  "  In  the 
**  beginning  the  Law  was  given  in  Uibri 
"  writing,  and  the  Holy  Tongue,  but  in 
"  the  days  of  Rxra  in  AJhurit  writbg, 
«  and  Cbaldee  tongue  j— — that  the  Jews 
"  chofe  to  themfelves  the  Affurit  cha^ 
^  rafter,  and  holy  Hebrew  tongue,  ^  and 
"  left  the  Hebrew  charafter,  with  the 
"  Chaldee  tongue,  to  the  Samaritansf 

"The  Law  (fays  another  Rabbi^ 
(Buxt.  Thef.  42.)  "  was  given  in  Raaz^ 
mm  Hini  \TS::l  that  is,  as  interpreters 

take 
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^^  take  it,  m  'the  Samaritan  cnarSder,  or 
^^  that  alphabet  into  which  Rzh.  Judab^ 
*•  had  laid  tljc  AJhurit  was  changed  for 
-^^  the  fins  of%he  people.  And  the  tferra 
^>  Raax  is  ufed  by  both  of  them  in  pro- 
"  per  diftindion^  from  AJhurit^  when  ap- 
"plied  toalphabetSi  whereas  M^n,  which 
"  relates  to  language  as  well  as  alphabet, 
"  ieeoieth  not  So  proper." 

]ViR  tJoUoway  having  mentioned  the 
AJhurit  for  Temple  ufes,  proceeds—— 
^^  And  the  Transfluvial  which  was  ufed  by 
*^  all  the  Aramitifh  nutionsV  (Primavityi 
ibid.) 

The  hook^Enlfrael,  in  Fbi/iny  p.  87i 
and  106.  fays  the  charadler  ivas  called 
Briy  as  being  anciently  ufed  by  the  peo- 
ple beyond  the  river;  Yet  as  the  country 
beyond  the  river  is  never  called  fingly 
^jr,  it  feems  unlikely  that  h2y  fhouW 
be  an  adjective  for  writings  or  any  thing 
dfe  belonging  to  that  country.  The  ap- 
plication of  it  tti  Ahtaham  wifLS  for  a  dif- 
ferent reafdn.  But  as  the  language  was 
not  ^rdnsflwviah  (for  it.  was  Canaafiitijh) 
it  is  not. probable  the  writing  fhould  be 
termed  Ibri^  zs  Tramfuvialy,h\it  only  fs 
Qjt  the 
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the  alphabet  or  writing  of  the  HebrewSj 
dcfccndants  from  Abraham  the  Hebrew. 

"  AND  by  the  ancient  Jews  aljb  ' 

•*  in  common  and  civil  affairs^  as  for  in-- 
^^fcriptions  on  their  coins^  contraSsy  ept" 
^^Jiolary  writings  and  even  to  copy  the 
"  Scriptures  for  private  ufir  Primavitj^ 
ibid. 

And  for  facred  and  temple  ufe»  too, 
if,  as  fome  Rabbins  fay,  the  Law  was 
given  in  lEbri^  or  in  Raazy  which  Mr 
HoUffway  is  no  more  able  to  difprove^  than 
he  is  able  to  prove  that  it  was  given  in 
Afhurit.  Even  fuppofing  it  had  been  firft 
given  in  Afhurit^  and  was  afteFwards* 
changed  into  Raazy  yet  while  the  people 
had  but  one  charafter,  they  muft  make 
ufe  of  it  for  all  purpofes  of  writing,  whe- 
ther for  facred  or  common  ufes,  whether 
for  copying  the  Scriptures,  or  writing  epi- 
ftles,  cohtradts,  &c.  We  have,  indeed, 
nothing  left  of  either  kind,  whereby  id 
know  what  alphabet  they  ufed,  but  fome 
coins  with  inicriptions  in  their  language ; 
and  if  thofe  which  are  prefumed  to  have 
been  ftrucfc  in  the  reigns  of  their  Kings 
be  not  counterfeit^  they  wHl  detenxun^  the 

Haaz;. 
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Raaz  to  have  been  the  alphabet  in  ufe  In 
thofe  reigns. 

"  B  T  which  means  that  which  is 
"  now  called  Hebrew  ^  had  then  the  title  ff 
'^AJhuritr    Ibid. 

S  o  he  may  imagine,  but  no  fuch  thing 
appears.  It  is  more  than  the  Rabbins 
themfelves  have  faid. 

—  ^^  AN D  that  which  was  then 
^  termed  Hebrew  in  that  fenfe  of  T!ranf^ 
^fluvial  (which  was  indeed  the  Aramitijh) 
**  was  afterwards  called  the  Samaritan^  from 
"  the  people  of  Samaria,  (a  mixt  colony  of 
**  Chaldeans^  Adrians,  &c.)  who  had  copied 
"  the  books  of  the  Lofua  in  it,'^  Fritncevity^ 
ibid. 

,  What  was  then  termed  ^i?^r«;,  was 
indeed  afterwards  called  Samaritan  for  the 
reafon  he  gives.  But  that  it  was  ternnied 
Hebrew  in  the  fenfe  of  a  ^ransftuvial  cha^, 
raElepy  or  that  it  was  indeed  the  Aramitijh 
alphabet^  is  another  imagination  of  his 
own,  for  which,  at  leaft,  he  has  no  good 
ground,  or  juft  pretence. 

— — "  AND  tbefe  things  thus  obtained 
«•  chiefly  till  after  the  Babylonifli  Captivity;- 
Jbid. 

0^3  No^ 
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Nobody  would  fufpedt,  after  reading 
his   account  with   this  grave   obfcrvatioii 
annexed  to  it,,  that  the  Rabbins,  who  are 
his  only  vouchers,   had  given  a  different 
account  of  the  matter,  as  it  flood  before 
the.  Babylonijb  Captivity.      He  fhould,   I 
think,  have  taken  the  whole  of  their  won- 
derful tradition  or  none,  of  it.     Had  he  but 
briefly  mentioned  as  much  out  of  Faifin 
dt  Bu:g:torfy  as  was  neceffary  to  imake  his 
reader  underftand  what  the  true  dpdrine 
of  thefe  Rabbins  was;   his  authorities  for 
the  \AJhurit  and  Hibri  diftindtion  could  not 
have  been  ipiftaken  as  they  now  may. 
l^xtorf  has  fairly  laid  dowft  all  the  evi^ 
dence  that  both  the  Talmuds  afford  tOr 
wards  provmg  what  MvMolloway  aims  at. 
If 'he  will  take  it  altogether,  he  niay  make 
ti^  befl  life  of  it  that  he  pleafes.     But  the 
grdunding  a  diftinftion  on  their  teftimony, 
tvhich,  v>  not  according  to  the  wholp  of 
thtir-teftimony,  cannot  be  allowed  to  pafs 
ivithout  proper  exceptions. " 

I  MiG^T  add  fome  ftrarige  propfs  that 
^he  Ap^ufit  was  the  charafter  in  which 
^$4sfes  wrote  the .  Law  *,    and  as  ftrangc 
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conceits  about  the  original  exemplar  of  it 
on  the  tables  of  ftone  -f*,  and  both  taken 
from  thofe  Rabbins  that  fo  ftrenuoufly  af- 
fert  the  AJhurit  writing :  But  I  fhall  only^ 
throw  a  note  into  the  margin  as  a  fpeci- 
men  of  their  wildneffes,  and  proceed  in, 
the  examination  of  Mr  Holltmay\  remarks. 
• — ''FOR  before  that  (viz.  before  the 
"  Babylonijh  Captivity)  'we  find  that  the  fa-r^ 

viz.  RMi  Simeon  hen  Eleafar  faith  in  the  nanus  of  R,  EHe* 
%er  ben  Parta^  and  he  in  the  name  of  E.,  I^xar  the  Ham- 
modean,  that  the  Law  was  given  in  Jfiutit  writing,  be- 
caufeit  is  faid,  Exod»iixv\\.  lo.  Xi:^\'^'OV\\  Ml,   The  hooki, 

of  the  pillars.     Which  Puxtorf  explains  thus. "  Pro- 

*'  bant  literas  illas  quas  hodie  habemus  eas  Qil[Q  quibus  Lex 
*^  olim  data,  t%  eo  qaod  Uncini  in  lingua  Hebrasa  a  Mo/e 
*^  vocantur  l*)1  V/win.  Varv  a  figura  fcilicet  literae  Vau. 
f'  Unde  condudunt  tempore  Mpfis  jam  literam  Vau  pidam 
**  fuiiTe  inftar  C/«r/«/,  ficut  hodie."  l^hej.  14.  But  others 
think  they  meant  to  intimate  the  likenefs  of  the  letter  1  tQ 
a  column  with  it's  chapitet. 

\  As  that  mentionisd  by  Buxtorf  from  thofe  Rabbits, 
that  faid  Mem  fcf  Samech  qu^e  in  tahulis  prant  miraculose  fta* 
lanty  Talm.  £ai.  TrM^.  Megilah,  cap.  x.  Which  con- 
ceit)  as  Buxtorf  tells  us,  depended  on  another ^  viz.  that 
all  the  letters  were  cut  quite  through  the  tables,  fo  as  to 
appear  diftindly  on  eithei;  fide  of  them.  But  Samech  and 
Mem  final  in  the  JJhurit  charafter  being  of  that  form,  that 
the  fttbilance  of  die  Hone  which  was  included  within  them, 
would  be  intirely  feparatcd  from  the  body  of  the  (lone 
through  which  they  were  cut,  therefore  the  parts  of  the 
ftone  which  they  included,  could  not  ftand  without  a  mi- 
fade. 

Q^^'  "  cred 
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f  f  cred  tongue  and  charaBer  nt)ere  termed  the 
"  Jews  language  and  writing^     Ibid. 

And  were  not  therefore,  I  prefume,  in 
thofe  days  termed  Ajhurit  or  Hibri.  But 
as  for  their  language  it  is  not  concerned  in 
this  queftion. 

^*  AND  in  the  mean  time  the gen^ 
f^  tile  oi^eBive  the  Affyrian^  the  alphabet  of 
<<  ^hich  is  pretended  to  have  been  taken  by 
**  Ezra,  infiead  of  the  old  Hebrew^  never 
f^  dijiinguijhed  either  cbaraSler  or  language 
f'  at  any  time  or  in  any  place  iphatfoever. 
f  *  But  the  Syrian  tongue  went  under  the  more 
**  general  and  comprehenjive  denomination  of 

^' the  Aramitijhr    Ibid. 

All  this  may  be  very  true,  and  yet  in 
the  mean  X\m^' Ajhurit  as  an  appellative 
might  no  more  diftinguifh  the  Jewijh  cha-i 
radter  in  writing  at  that  time,  than  the 
gentile  adjeSiive  diftinguifhed  the  Aramitijh 
(charafter.  The  Syrian  tongue  is  called 
Aramithy  2  Kings  xviii.  26.  Ifa.  xxxvi. 
II.  yet  this  proves  nothing  conccrnbg  ei- 
ther the  Jewijh  or  Syrtac  ^phabets  in 
thofe  days.  In  Efiher  viii.  9.  mention  is 
made  both  of  the  Jews  language  and 
'ivriting.  Yet  no  light  from  hence,  whcr 
ther  it  was  Ajhurit  or  Hibri.    R.  Salomm 

indeed^ 


faideed,  on  l^ber  ix.  27,  where  it  is  &id 
that  the  Jews  tool?  upon  themfelves  to 
keep  the  days  pf  Purim  fiD^naa  juxta 
Scripturam  eorum^  interprets  this  word  of 
the  AJhurit  writing:  And  infers  from 
thence,  thai  it  was  the  Jews  proper  cha^ 
rafter ;  if  Buxtorf  rightly  represents  his 
meaning,  and  hi?,  inference  ♦. — »^Yet 
this  interpretation  is  fo  far  fetched,  and 
hath  io  little  air  of  probability^  that  it  vrS\ 
yield  no  dd  to  Mr  IMoway'%  hypotheiis. 

■  ■  ^*  AND  foy  I  fayy  matters  cortti^ 
^f  nued  till  after  the  refiarntim  from  Baby^ 
^'bm:^    Ibid. 

S  O'^rr— How  f  He  hath  proved  nothing 
yet  about  thefe  matters,  but  that  the  Jews 
had  both  language  and  writing  before  the 
Captivity.  He  hath  referred  to  the  Rab-* 
bins  for  a  proof  of  two  alphabets  -,  hut 
none  of  them  make  this  out.  Some  of 
them,  indeed,  fpeak  of  a  fecret  alphabet 
Known  to  one  perjm  only  in  a  generation^ 
in  order  to  be  divulged  in  due  time ;  but 
they  fuppofe  it  hji  the  mean  while,   or 

forgotten 

f  Ut  libelliu  il|e  quotani^is  legatur  Scripturi  ^fyriofii. 
■■■  I  Eigo  ftatait  Scripturam  Warn  turn  fuifTe  Judaeorum 
frapriam  qiUB  AJfyriaca  didtar.  Eftber^  cnim  Hiftoria 
contigit  ante  tempora  ETir^t.    Thef.  20. 
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firgGtten  among  the  people^  who  made 
ufc  of  a  charadter  givca  in  it's  fteadj 
which  they  call,  indeed,  RaaZj  but  by 
which  they  appear  to  mean  the  Samaritan. 
And  others  fay,  there  was  but  one  alpha-* 
bet,  viz.  this  £^2;'or  &m^r//i7;7inwhicfa 
die  Law  was  given«  And  excepting  a 
conjedtwe  of  12.  Salomon^  that  the  j)ook  of 
EJiher  wias  written iin  jijhurit^  we  hear 
nothing  of  AJhurit  copies  of  the  Scriptures^ 
continued  to  be  ^written  fir  f acred  and  tem-^ 
pie  ufesy  ev^  (ftet  the  giving  .of  the  Law. 
All  thefe  feeip  to  be  mere.  fnperftru(3:iires 
on  feme  of  the  Rabbinnical  traditions. 

— "  jB  £  i?0>R£;  which  ti'me  (viz.  be- 
«^  fore  the  reftpfatiqn  i;tovo;  Mabylon)  the 
"  Samaritans  having  aljk  copied  the  Lum  in 
f^  that  Tramfiumial  Jramitijh  ^(baraBer 
*'  which  bad  (till  that  time)  been  the  Jews 
"  Hebrewy  as  Ihavefaidyfor  (ornmon  ^es  :\ 
ibid. 

/So  he  bad,  indeed,  //fi/i  and  truly 
enough,  had  he  dropped  thdfe  two  epi- 
thets 7'ransjluvial  and  ^aniitj/bf  which  he 
bcftows  without  reafon  upon  the  Jews  al- 
phabet 5  and  alfo  if  he  had  not  confined  it 
to  common  ufes^  (sxclufive  oifacred  ones,  for 

which 
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y^hich  reftriftipn  hf  lias,  I  conceive,  no 
authority, 

-.f'  THE  yews  sobolly  Ifiid  it  afide,  re^ 
5*  turning  the  AJhurity  or  bkjfed  and  facrei 
^^  cba^aSter  for  copying  the  Scriptures^  as 
?5j  ij^eU  for  cmmon,  as  for  fyn^gogue  orfa-^ 
f  cted  uje. ;  qnd  haying  the  other  tramfiwmal 
^^  AMmitiJh  Uekrew  ^iphaief  to  the  Samari-p 
ff  tans  OT^,  and  altt^ether.'*     Ibid. 

•1  IP  5  will  be  juft  ias  czfy  to  fay,  and  for 
aiiy  thing  that  he  or  the  Rabbins  have 
iftiewB  to  the  contrary,  it  is  as  right  to  fayj^ 
that  the  Jews  wholly  laid  afide  the  Hebrew 
alphabet  they  had  always  ufed  before,  and 
Xftade  ufe  of  the  Chaidee  letter  for  the  fu- 
ture>  in  copying  the  Scriptures.  Mr  HoU 
hnvay  judges  right,  indeed,  to  reftrain  their 
ufe  or  the  {npp6{cdj4jhurify  or  facred  cha- 
tadter,  to  copying  the  Scriptures,  becaufc 
it  appears  from  the  Shekels  ftruck  after  the 
Captivity,  efpecially  thofe  in  the  time  of 
Simon  the  yu^y  which  arc  commonly  re- 
{Hked  genuine,  that  they  did  not  ufe  the; 
Chaldee  charaSler  then  in  all  their  civil  af- 
fairs, nor  confequently  leave  their  own  al- 
phabet to  the  Samaritans  wholly  and  alto^ 
gether.  And  if  ever  there  was  a  tinte 
>vhen  the  Jews  made  ufe  of  two  charac- 
ters, 
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terst  this  feems  to  have  been  the  time, 
when  they  might  ufe  their  old  Hebrew 
charader  in  infcriptions  on  their  coins, 
and  in  fome  other  civil  matters,  and 
their  new  letter,  borrowed  from  the  Cbal^ 
deesy  as  bemg  more  beautiful  and  elegant, 
for  copying  their  Holy  Scriptures.  And 
this  might  probably  give  rife  to  die  di^ 
jlindion  httwe^  Af^irite  znd  HiM^  as 
proper  gentile  adjedive;,  the  one  begin- 
Ding  to  be  generally  ufed  aft^r  thp  days 
pf  Ezray  for  copymg  the  Sicriptures,  and 
the  other  as  yet  retained  for  many  civil 
lifes.  Out  of  which  diftin^on  the  fruit- 
ful iimci^s  of  the  Rabbins,  fomp  ages 
after,  raifed  9.II  thpfp  wonders  out  of 
AJhurity  which  I  have  mentioned  above, 
and  fettled  upon  it  that  prerogsitive  of 
facrednefs  in  it's  original  and  ufe,  which 
hath  taken  fuch  fbrong  hold  on  Mf  S^^ 
way%  apprehjepfioh, 

—T^"  &  INCE  which,  fom  of  thefe 
^^  words  have  crqffed  Jigmjkatiom  agmm ; 
^*  the  Jews  ufing  their  Jaid  Jflsurit  Hebrew 
^^  charaSer  to  denominate^  not  only  the  fa- 
*^  cred  language  and  charaSer,  but  aljh  that 
^'  Syriac  which  was  vernacular  to^  them  after 
^f  their  Jaid  return  fr$mBdhjion"  p.  97* 

SiGNI- 
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Significations,  indeed,  are  very  re- 
markably croffed  when  the  chara<a:er  of  a 
language  is  ufed  to  denominate,  not  bnly 
the  language  itfelfi  but  another  language 
too.  Yet  perhaps  there  was  no  croffing  in 
the  cafe.  For  according  to  the  common 
opinion  of  this  matter,  all  lies  eafy  and  ex<- 
pcdite.  If  the  Jews  took  the  Affyrian  lan- 
guage for  tlieir  vernacular  tongue,  as  well 
as  die  Jffyrian  charafter  to  copy  their 
Hebrew  Scriptures  witji,  it  could  not  be 
improper  to  denominate  both  the  one  and 
the  other  by  Ajhuritj  as  a  gentile  proper 
adjedtive.  Whereas  it  is  not  a  little  ftrange 
how  they  fhould  come,  according  to  Mr 
Holhwafs  account,  to  denominate  Syriac 
by  that  fame  word  which  they  had  till 
then,  according  to  him,  appropriated  to 
their  own  facred  alphabet,  in  contradiftinc^ 
tion  to  the  jlramittjb.  But  what  reafon 
has  he  to  fuppofe  the  teriji  Ajhurit  to  have 
been  thus  applied  by.  them  ? 

— "  A&  nve  fee  (fays  he)  in  the  New 
"  Hejiament  federal  perfons  and  places  are 
"  exprejfed  to  be  named  by  their  names  in  the 
"  Hebrew  tongue  as  Golgotha,  Bethefda, 
**  &c.  Which  yet  are  not  Hebrew  words,  but 
^of  tbatpyvizc  diale£i  as  aforefaidr   ibid. 

What 
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What  the  drift  of  this  obfcrvation  is^ 
or  what  cfFedt  it  can  have  in  the  prefent 
queftion,  I  am  at  a  lofs  to  difcover;  It  i^ 
grounded,  I  prefume,  dn  the  Greek  word 
ECpio ;  which  if  it  coiild  have  been  un-^ 
derftood  of  cbara&ersy  or  manner  of  writ- 
ing»  and  the  Rabbinical  diftindion  above^ 
mentioned  had  then  fubfifted,  might  have 
been  pleaded  as  expreffive  of  I^ri  rather 
than  AJhmit.  But  now  the  fignifications 
of  the  words  being,  on  fuppofition^  crof- 
fed,  it  ftands,  I  fuppdie,  in  Mr  HoUowaf$ 
judgment,  for  Afhurit.  Be  that  as  it  wiD^ 
ECpaio  means  nothing  more  than  the  com- 
mon language  of  the  Efpio*  at  "Jerufakm. 
It  neither  means  pure  Hebrew  nor  pure 
SyriaCy  (much  lefs  hath  it  relation  to  the 
alphabet  of  either)  but  the  mixed  dialed 
fpoke  in  Judaa  in  our  Lord's  time.  And 
how  it  can  be  confidered  in  any  light  to 
ferve  Mr  Holhwafs  prefent  purpofe^  moft 
be  (hewn  by  himfelfi 


S  E  C.Tk 
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SECT.    V, 


CONCLUSION. 


AN D  now  I  mufl  leave  the  reader 
to  judge  how  far  he  hath  explicated 
out  of  the  writings  of  the  ancient  Rabbins^ 
the  whole  fiory  of  the  pretended  change  of  the 
ancient  Hebrew  letter  or  charaSler  by  Ezra : 
Or  how  far  the  Rabbins  accounts  of  it  are 
infubjlance^  as  he  hath  coUeSled. 

I  SHALL  only  further  obferve>  that  the 
pretence  itfelf  of  this  account  being  de- 
rived from  the  ancient  'Rabbins^  (if  by  that 
is  meant  the  mofi  ancient  of  thofe  whofe 
fentiments  can  be  gathered)  is  not  well 
founded.  The  Veteres  Rabbini^  with 
whom  Origen  and  Jerom  converfed,  gave 
a  different  account  of  the  matter  from  that 
which  Mr  Holloway  efpoufes,  4$  is.  gather- 
ed from  the  teflimonies  of  thofe  Fathers. 

The 
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The  Rabbins  of  the  later  ages  were 
the  .men  from  whom  the  wbokjlory  of  the 
modern  Hebrew  letters,  being  the  fame 
that  Mofes  ufed,  hath  g(me  abroad.  See 
Mmtfaucwi%  Palaogr.  brae,  lib.ii.  c-  i. 
and  other  writers  on  this  queftion. 

Perhaps  the  pains  that  have  been  takeii 
upon  it  on  either  fide,  had  been  better 
beftowed  in  confidering  the  fubjedt  in  an- 
other point  of  view:  And  it  may  be 
worth  the  attention  of  thofe  ivho  have 
both  curiofity  and  leifure  to  purfue  the 
enquiry  clofely—— Whether  it  is  not  very 
probable  that  the  feveral  alphabets  of  the 
Eaftern  languages^  if  not  of  all  languages, 
(for  the  Cbinefe  have  not  properly  an  al- 
phabet) were  originally  derived  from  me 
primitive  alphabet,  and  alfo  from  that  one 
in  which  idofes  wrote  5  if  it  be  true,  as 
tiiere  is  reafon^to  believe  it  may,  that  he 
was  the  firft  who  ufcd  letters  *,  taking 

&eiir 


*  I  fay,  n»bo  ufei  LETTERS,  to.  td  dxftintraifli 
the  alphabetical  from  all  other  fpecies  of  writing,  which 
might  have  been  ufed  before  Mo/es*s  time.  Becaufe  it  is 
]>robable  that  fome  method  had  been  very  anciently  taken 
of  recording  numbeni  namesy  and  ibme  few  general  dr- 
ciunftancesy  not  only  from  Exod.  xvix.  14.  where  Mo/es  isf 
foma^aiuled  to  write  «  mmmal  in  a  book,  as  it  ihonldf 
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dieir  form  from  tKe  Divinie  Original,  on 
die  tables  at  Mount  Sinai :  And  that  all 
the  faid  alphabets,  both  the  primitive,  and 
afterwards  the  derived,  were  in  a  ftate  of 
continual  change,  through*  foch  fmall,  but 
perceptible  variations,  as  time  and  ufage 
are  wont  to  produce  in  all  hand-writings, 
tin  copying  with  careful  penmanfhip, 
and  the  prefervation  of  the  beft  copies,  as 
exemplars  of  good  writing,  contributed  in 
feme  meafure  to  fix  the  marks  and  cha- 
la^ters  of  each  alphabet ;  and  till  at  length, 
die  art  of  printing  added  more  ftability  to 
Aem,  and  afc^ained  the  forms  of  letters 
in  the  ieveral  alphabets  as  we  now  havQ 


ftan  before  tb^  giving  of  die  Law ;  bat  from  tbe  old  name 
of  a  city  in  Canaan^  vijs^.  JSriatb  Sipher,  Urbs  Librorum, 
vel  Numera^onum*  The  Cb^ldei  renders  the  name  of  this 
city  by  OnK  XV"\p^  whence  Bochart  calls  it  Civitas  Archie 
*v9nfm.  Others  have  tranil^ted  it  Urbs  Bihlkthecarum, 
And  from  hence  fome  learned  men  have  conje£lured»  ;ha( 
&e  ancient  records  of  thefe  nations  were  kept  in  it^  whatj- 
ever  might  be  the  method  they  took  in  thofe  times  of  pre- 
ferving  the  memorials  of  perfont  and  things.  Still  the 
Ten  CQn^mandipents  n)igh(  be,  and  probably  were  tbp 
frft  writing  b^  letters.  And  it  is  pleaiing  to  imagine  fuch 
a  benefit  to  mankind,  given  by  God  along  with  his  Law. 
The  belief  of  wlpch  is  vcafonable^thou^  i^^f  aeithdr 
f^>  t^ot  intiffl^t^s  it, 

R  It 
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It  Is  well  known  by  thofk  whd  deal 
much  in  manufcripts,  that  their  ages  ait 
conunonly  gueflfed  at,  Day»  and  frequents 
ly  deternained  by  fomething  in  the  for^ 
mation  of  the  letters,  peculiar  to  this,  or 
that  age,  as  well  as  by  other  marks  and 
Signatures  of  their  antiquity;  and  even 
fbrnetimes,  when  there  are  no  other  evi- 
dences, the  age  of  a  manufcript  fhaU  be 
afccrtained  by  the  hand-writing  onhf. 

Whoever  looks  mto  Mabillon  de  Rt 
Diphmaticay  or  Montfaucwis  P^Udst^. 
Graca^  or  Cajk/s  Catalogue  of  Manu« 
fcripts  in  the  King's  Library,  will  fiqd  th«^ 
charaders  of  the  fame  language  in  difb* 
rent  and  diftant  ages,  to  vary  from  theii|>i» 
felves  in  a  manner  that  is  furprifing :  And 
thofe  in  the  oldeft  n^anuicrJpts^  whedMf 
Greek  or  Latki,  appear  fo  dMFerent  frofri 
what  they  appear  in  later  copies,  and  elpe- 
cially  frQm  what  they  are  reprefented  by 
the  tjrpes  in  printing,  that  they  am  icarce 
be  known  by  their  form  to  be  charaders  of 
the  fame  alphabet,  or  to  ftand  for  the  iame 
tetters  of  the  fame  language.  And  yet  the^ 
pldeil  manufcripts  extant  do  not  exprefs 

^^sm  f«rR»  of  l^ttfir^.  «jftqeatly  ufcd  m  tbft 
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ftflie  li^gdage,  tbitare  fdunci  eiigfdved  6Ti 
ttarUeS)  or  fbimped  dii  metalsi 

I  ir  H I N  K,  likcwife,  it  is  generally 
agreed  amongft  the  learned,  that  the 
Croek  alphabet  was  formed  froni  the  old 
Pbemcian^  or  Hebrew  charafter,  the  af- 
finity between  them  appearing  noit  only  in 
the  name&  giv«n  to  the  letters,  but  in  the 
forms  of  die  ktters  themfelves,.  viz.  of 
diie  fixteen  moft  attcicnt  of  the  Greek  let- 
t«rSi  which  are  found  widi  fome  fmall 
rarijation  to  be  the  fame  in  ^gure  and 
power  with  the  old  letters  ufed  in  Pak-^ 
jUne  %  (Vide  Palaogr.  Grac.  Lib.  ii; 
cap.  2,  3.) 

And  Pliny ^  TacttuSy  and  Prifciatiy  had 
all  of  them  -f*  obferved,  that  .the  Latia 
letters^  were  nearly  the  old  Greek  letters, 
and  better  preferved  in  form  by  the  Latins^ 
than  by  the  Greeks  themfelves. 

The  Syriac  letters  are  alfo  reputed  to 

have  been  taken  originally  from  the  Pbe^ 

R  2  nician 

*  Spanbeim^  de  pneft.  nun.    VoL  I.  fol.  DilT.  ii.  p.  9^« 

+  P/iay,  Lib.  vii.   c.  58.     De  Antiquis  Literis. Vc- 

teres  Graecas  fuiiTe  eaiilem  paene  quae  fant  nunc  Latinae. 

Tacitus^  Lib.  xi.  Fornm  litem  Ladnis^  quae  veterrioiit 
QrapcQWm. 

Prijomi^  Lib.  i« 


$imtfMi»f%  tnd  other  printed  tabks  *; 
And  then  into  a  charader  foftened,  and 
improved  by  the  Syriae  or  Cbatdee  methods 
ef  writii^y  whofe  peculiar  dudl  of  letters 
would  be  as  naturally  introduced,  at  leaft 
in  part)  in  the  Jewidi  modes  oi  writings 
M  the  Chaldee  tongue  was  introduced  intt 
dieir  common  language;  'ttll  at  leng& 
from  thfl  greater  elegance  and  beauty  of' 
it>  with  it's  greater  commodioufiiefs  io 
writing)  it  was  generally  made  isfe  of  in 
copying  their  Scx^ures ;  while  the  SamOi' 
ritanSf  writing  lefs  than  the  Jews  did,  or 
Jbr  other  reaibn«^  might  change  their  cha^ 
xader  lefs :  For  ihey  who  write  moft,  wiK 
have  the  moft  reafon  to  being  dieir  letters 
jbtD  an  eafy  and  fimpie  form. 

Tub  fum  of  what  is  intended  to  be 
<&ggefted  here,  is,  that  no  judgment  can 
be  made  of  the  letters  of  the  Ancients^ 
otherwife  than  by  having  recourfe  to  the 
very  earlieft  evidences  of  them  that  remain 
to  us  ;■  ■  That  there  is  not  a  greater  dif- 
ference between  the  prefent  Hebrew  and 

•    prefent 

*  The  Samaritan  chara^er  in  PofielT^  alphabet  of  twdre 
tQi^lueSy  is  difljerent  from  that  given  in  Baneucciush  gram- 
mar, R,  Azarias^  Villalfond^  Kircher^  Scaligir,  Mnin^  and 
Hottinger* 
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prcfent  Samaritan  charaiSters,  as  now  fixed 
in  great  meafure  by  printing ;  than  therp 
is.  between  the  prefent  Greek  types,  and 
the  forms  of  letters  to  be  found  in  the 
oldeft  manufcripts,  and  other  monuments 
of  Greek  antiquity. — ^That  this  is  accord- 
ing to  the  example  of  all  other  known 
alphabets,  which  have  been  altered  in  a 
fucceifion  of  ages  from  their  firft  form,  fo 
as  fcarcely  to  feem  the  letters  of  the  fame 
language,  or  to  have  been  derived  from 
the  fame  fource.— ^ — That  therefore,  there 
is  a  probability,  arifing  from  experience  ia 
fimilar  cafes,  that  the  Hebrew  and  Samaria 
fan  may  have  originally  been  the  fame  al- 
phabet,—«« — and  that  fame  alphabet  in  the 
form  in  which  it  was  firft  in  ufe,  whe*> 
ther  revealed  by  God,  or  invented  by  men, 
^lay  have  been,  the  true  mother  of  all^ 
or  moft  of  the  alphabets  that  have  cojn? 
to  our  knowledge. 
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